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LONDON, JUNE 23, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir ovent to be generally known that Mr. Justice Carry will 
not allow actions which are in his list to be postponed, even by 
consent of the parties, without reasons being given for the post- 
ponement, and such reasons being submitted by the cause clerk to 
the judge. It should also be known that this regulation is not 
adopted by any other of the chancery judges, with respect to whose 
lists the old rule still prevails. 





Mr. Justice Kexewrcn, in pursuance of his plan of placing 
actions which, being in his list, are not ready for trial 
in a ‘deferred list,” has already placed several of his cases 
in a position which may be generally described as the bottom of 
the list. Great watchfulness is required by those having cases in 
this court lest they should unexpectedly find their actions in the 
daily list. They must bear in mind that any case taken from the 
wid of the list and placed at the end, advances all those cases 

ow it. 





We vunperstanp that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have pressed upon the Government the desirability of 
dealing, in the County Court Consolidation and Amendment Bill 
now before Parliament, with the following recommendations :— 
That in all cases in which a default summons for over £10 has 
been issued, the registrar should nave the same powers of dealing 
with the action as are conferred upon a master under R. 8S. C., 
1883, ord. 14. That a solicitor should be permitted to employ 
another solicitor to represent him at the hearing of any case. 
That plaints and summonses should, as is the practice in the 
superior courts, be served by the plaintiff or applicant, or his 
solicitor if so desired, and that judgment should in like manner 
be enforced by bailiffs approved by the court and employed by the 
plaintiff. That judgments in the county court for sums exceeding 
£20 should carry interest as in the superior courts. That with 
reference to the question of jurisdiction, which is to be raised in 
the House, the council are of opinion that—({a) The jurisdiction 
of the county courts should be unlimited in amount, but that the 
defendant should have an absolute right to remove into the High 
Court any action in which the debt, demand, or damage claimed 
or in dispute exceeds £50, no distinction being made between 
actions of contract and actions of tort; or, in matters within the 
ae jurisdiction (clause 67 of the Bill), exceeds £500; 
(5) in order to enable the judge to deal satisfactorily with the 
larger and more important actions, all actions in which the debt, 
demand, or damage claimed or in dispute does not exceed £10 
should be dealt with by the registrar, unless the judge, on the 
application of either party, shall otherwise order. 





Tue case of Re The Karl of Winchilsea’s Policy Trusts, 
before Mr. Justice Norra, which we report elsewhere, illus- 
trates afresh the danger which is incurred in the yment of 
insurance premiums by anyone who is not the ben owner 
of the policy. We discussed the matter a year ago in connec- 


705 | the tendency was checked by Mr. 
14 i W. R. 561, 23 Ch. D. 552), and finally put an end to by the 





tion with the then recent cases (31 Sorrcrrors’ Jourwat, 344), 
and pointed out the reasonableness of applying some doctrine 
analogous to that of salvage. That such a doctrine could be 
applied was beginning to be commonly received in equity, until 
ustice Fry in Re Leslie 


urt of Appeal in Faicke v. Scottish ial Insurance Co. (35 
W. R. 143, 34 Ch. D. 284). In the former of these cases Fay, J., 
enunciated a list of cases in which, and in which only, a lien on 


6, | the policy could be allowed. Among them were those in which a 
7 | request for payment of the premiums had been made by the bene- 


yang psa and in — a trustee pene —, to = indemnity 
out of trust property for mon y him in its preserva- 
tion. In the latter of ron cases the Court of Appeal were 
concerned chiefly in repudiating the doctrine of salvage, and 
explaining away the cases which had favoured it; but they 
appeared at the same time to sanction the list given by Far, J.— 
that judge being, indeed, a member of the court. The present 
case seems, however, to shew the danger of replacing a general 
principle, capable of flexible application, by a set of particular cases, 
and it presses with considerable hardship upon the trustee who had 
paid the premium. Certainly he was only a trustee of a term of 
years, and the policy was no part of the trust estate committed to his 
care. But the two were very intimately connected, and the trustee 
was apparently bound, out of the proceeds of the term, to keep up 
the payment of the premiums on the policy. The proceeds being 
insufficient, he did this out of his own pocket. It seems very hard 
to treat him as a mere stranger to the matter, although he certainly 
does not come within the list devised by Mr. Justice Fry. It is to 
be noticed that in the Court of Appeal the prevailing motive was a 
fear that under the doctrine of salvage a mortgagor, paying the 
premiums, might gain a prior charge for them as against the mort- 
gagee. But the case of the trustee here is very different. In the 
event of the matter coming before the Court of Appeal we shall 
be interested to see if they will adopt the cases specified in Re 
Leslie, excluding all others, or if, since the doctrine of salvage has 
been exploded, they will discover some new principle which will 
give a chance of justice being done in a new case. Meanwhile, it 
will be well to recognize clearly the danger that is incurred by 
meddling with insurance premiums, however praiseworthy may be 
the motive. 





On Tuunspay last week, at the conclusion of the arguments 
upon the appeal in a patent case—Hrhlich v. Ihlee—the hearing of 
which in Court of Appeal No. 2 had occupied the greater part of 
five days, the Lords Justices made some important observations as 
to the great length to which the arguments in cases of this kind 
are frequently protracted. Lord Justice Corron said that the 
court ought to require in patent cases, as in other cases, that the 
arguments should be put before it shortly and succinctly. Arguments 
were much more effective if so stated. Ina court of first instance 
it was often impossible for a judge to stop evidence, and often not 
possible for counsel to omit putting questions which might after- 
wards appear to be useless and unnecessary. But when the case 
came before the Court of Appeal, not oe hoe the public a right 
to have the matter conducted shortly, so far as was consistent with 
efficiency, but in the court of first instance there had been, so to 
speak, a dress rehearsal, and counsel must and eught to know, if 
they had studied their case, what were the real and substantial 
points to which they ought to address themselves before the Court 
of os. Lerner yess ae ya habit wk — up, 
especially in patent cases, of extending argumen a very 
great length If a case could not be properly argued in five days, 
his lordship did not know in what time it could be properly 
argued. In the Court of Appeal such evidence only ought to be 
read as related to the points really in dispute between the parties. 
It might be n in patent cases to know precisely what an 
expert witness said, use often much turned upon the exact lan- 
guage . But, as a general rule, the greater portion of the 
facts had been so established one way or another by the evidence 
taken in the court below that it was not necessary to read in detail the 
evidence relating to those facts. The other Lords Justices expressed 
themselves to the same effect, We trust that these remarks 
(which were certainly not made without foundation) ne peony some 
effect in reducing the length of time so often occupied (we might 
34 
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say wasted) in the trial of patent and trade-mark actions, which 
is, indeed, one of the chief causes of the existing block in the 
Chancery Division. 





Tue Lorp Cxancetton’s Bill for the amendment of the Com- 

panies Act, 1862, may be described as in the main a return to the 
system of double registration under the Joint-Stock Companies 
Act of 1844—a course which it may be remembered was recom- 
mended by the House of Commons Committee which reported in 1877. 
Accordingly, it is now proposed to revive the distinction between pro- 
visional and complete registration. To obtain the latter a statement 
shewing numerous particulars must be furnished to the registrar, and 
it must be proved by statutory declaration (a) that not less than 
one-fourth of the shares into which the capital of the company is 
divided have been subscribed for; (+) that not less than one-tenth 
of the nominal amount so subscribed has been paid in cash; (c) 
that the total number of shares held by the directors of the com- 
pany is not less than one-fifth of the total number of shares 
applied for; and (@) that each director of the company holds not 
less than ten shares. On the registration of the memorandum and 
articles of a company limited by shares, unless the above conditions 
are complied with, the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies will 
grant a certificate of provisional registration for three months, 
during which time the directors will have power to appoint a secretary, 
issue a prospectus, allot shares or debentures, and make provisional 
contracts. Every document issued by the company during this period 
must contain a statement that it is only provisionally registered. 
The money paid on application for, or allotment of, shares in a 
company provisionally registered must be deposited with the 
bankers of the company, and cannot be applied for any of the 
purposes of the company until there is a complete registration, and 
if that is not obtained, then the money must be returned within 
fourteen days, the directors being made jointly and severally re- 
sponsible for its repayment. Provisional contracts are to bind 
the directors personally until confirmed by extraordinary resolu- 
tion after complete registration is obtained. The proposals, more- 
over, go still further. It is proposed that an allotment of shares 
or debentures shall not be binding on the applicant unless the 
minimum number stated in that behalf in the prospectus as 
a condition of allotment has been applied for at the time of 
the allotment, or, where there is no mimimum number ‘stated, 
unless the whole number offered has been applied for, and, further, 
unless the minimum amount stated in that behalf in the pros- 
pectus as a condition of allotment, and where no minimum amount 
is stated, then one-fifth of the amount payable in cash in respect 
of each share, has been paid at the time of the allotment, and 
unless the allotment is made within two months from the first 
issue of the prospectus. 





Ir 1s cvrtovs that cases which arouse great public interest 
should occupy so often a time altogether disproportionate to their 
real merits. The Haileybury College case, which lasted for five 
days, is a striking illustration of this. There were certainly 
several issues involved, but by far the most important was the 
= whether the boy had, in fact, committed the theft. 

onsidering the nature of the evidence, there seems no reason 
why a verdict should not have been arrived at as quickly as in any 
ordinary case at the assizes. The points of law raised have been 
very few. There was, indeed, little to discuss, except the general 
power of a head master over his scholars. This could hardly be 
put on a more satisfactory footing than was done by Cocxsuny, 
C.J., in Fitzgerald v. Northcote (4 F. & F. 690): _“ It is incidental 
to the authority of a head master to expel from the school over 
which he presides any scholar or student whose conduct is such 
that he could not any longer be permitted to remain without 
danger to the school. This, however, is not a power to be exer- 
cised arbitrarily—it may be questioned ; and although, no doubt, a 
large discretion must be allowed, it must not be exercised wan- 
tonly or capriciously.”” This very reasonable view of the law was 
adopted by Mr. Justice Fiery, and although a governing body may 
choose in its bye-laws to prescribe the conditions under which the 
power of expulsion is to be exercised by the head master, yet, so far 
as the relations between him and the parents of his pupils are con- 


needful. The head master’s decision may be wrong; so may the 
decision of a jury. But so long as he exercises a wise discretion, 
and acts in perfect good faith upon reasonable grounds of suspi- 
cion, there seems no reason to make him responsible for the abso- 
lute truth of fhe decision upon the boy’s conduct to which he 
comes. If, however, governing bodies wish to further protect 
themselves and their head masters from litigation, they must make 
the regulation upon which they rely a distinct term of their con- 
tract, and not be satisfied with placing it in a series of bye-laws of 
which apparently not much notice was taken even by those engaged 
in the school. 





We prim in another column an interesting letter from a 
correspondent with reference to section 45 of the Copyhold Act, 
1887, upon which we recently commented. We quite agree with 
him that it was a most undesirable change to make the law of 
descent as to copyhold estates held in trust or on mortgage 
different from that with regard to freeholds, and the change 
introduced a very needless complication. The idea of applying a 
somewhat similar method to that sanctioned by Glass v. Richard- 
son (9 Hare, 698, 2 De G. M. & G. 658) upon a devolution of 
trust or mortgage estates does credit to his ingenuity, and in 
the present state of the law it seems to offer a means at the same 
time of avoiding the devolution upon the heir, which for many 
reasons is undesirable, and also of giving a chance that only one 
person may have to be admitted. But with regard to his sugges- 
tion that the same method should be incorporated in an Act of 
Parliament, and so become universal, it seems to us that there is a 
shorter way out of the difficulty. If the Legislature is anxious 
to save the expense of the admittance of several executors, there 
is no necessity to do this by casting the estate upon the heir. A 
simple enactment, that in the case in question the lord should be 
bound to admit the executors upon payment of only a single fine, 
would be sufficient to produce the required effect. The Copyhold 
Bill of this session is now awaiting ite second reading in the 
House of Commons, so that there is plenty of time to make this 
change, and bring back consistency into the law as to the descent 
of trust and mortgage estates. 








THE COUNTY COURTS CONSOLIDATION AND 
AMENDMENT BILL. 
I 


Tuts Bill, which originally bore the somewhat misleading title 
(see ante, p. 338) of ‘The County Courts Consolidation 
Bill,” has been amended in many important respects by the 
Standing Committee on Law, and is now printed with these 
amendments and with the only alteration effected in the amended 
Bill by the House of Lords. In its present shape the Bill fully 
justifies its new title. Moreover, the amended preamble— 
‘‘ Whereas it is desirable to consolidate and amend the County 
Courts Acts”—much more accurately expresses the scope and 
object of the Bill than did the original preamble, which merely 
recited that ‘It is desirable to consolidate the County Courts 
Acts.” 

The amended Bill consists, as did also the original measure, of 
nine parts, the titles of which have not been in any way altered. 
It still contains 188 clauses, for, though in Part V. (Appeals, &c.) 
is to be found an additional clause (clause 121), in Part VII. 
(Execution; Commitment), clause 163, as will be pointed out later 
on, now replaces clauses 162 and 163 of the original Bill. That 
the amended Bill should have emerged from the Standing Com- 
mittee on Law not materially increased in bulk merits the grateful 
acknowledgments of the profession and of the public at large. At 
the same time, the various alterations effected by the committee 
indicate clearly that the amended Bill is not, by any means, want- 
ing in comprehensiveness or in accuracy and precision of language. 
Indeed, it is not too much to say that few modern Acts of 
Parliament bear traces of such care and labour as have evidently 
been bestowed upon the County Courts Consolidation and Amend- 
ment Bill, a measure which, it is to be hoped, wili shortly receive 
the Royal Assent and become widely known by its short title of 





cerned, it does not seem as though anything more explicit were | the County Courts Act, 1888. 
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The actual amendments which have been made in the Bill since 
its introduction into Parliament in the early days of the present 
session must now be briefly considered. 

The first clauses amended are in Part IT. (Judges and Officers). 

Clause 13, which empowers the Lord Chancellor to redistribute 
districts amongst the county court judges, enables him “ to direct 
that any judge shall sit as an additional judge in any district or 
districts.” 
_ By clause 14 a county court judge, in addition to other statutory 
disqualifications to which he has long been subjected, is forbidden 
to “act as arbitrator or referee for any remuneration to himself.” 
Having regard to the multifarious je | arduous character of the 
duties now imposed upon county court judges, few of their number 
can have either time or inclination to sit as arbitrators or referees. 
To the majority, therefore, this statutory prohibition will make no 
substantial difference. 

The 18th clause of the amended Bill limits the time for which 
a deputy county court judge shall be at liberty to act, ‘‘ unless 
with the approval of the Lord Chancellor,” to fourteen days, in 
lieu of ‘‘ one month,’’ as first provided. And clause 21 enacts that, 
after the death or resignation of the judge, the deputy shall re- 
ceive as remuneration, instead of ‘‘such sum as the Lord Chan- 
cellor or the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster shall direct ”’ 
(which was the original provision on the subject), ‘a rateable pro- 
portion of the salary and travelling allowances attached to the office 
so vacant during any vacancy.’’ The same clause, as amended, 
also goes on to provide that ‘If no such deputy shall have been 
appointed, the Lord Chancellor may appoint a deputy with the like 
powers and remuneration for any period not exceeding three months, 
if the office shall so long remain vacant.” 

Clause 23 provides for the allowance of travelling expenses to a 
judge ‘‘ with reference to the size and circumstances of the district 
of which he is judge, or in which, under the provisions of this Act, 
he is directed to sit.” The words in italics are new, and are 
evidently introduced to meet the case of a judge whose district has 
been altered, or who may have been removed to another district, 
or have been directed to sit as an additional judge in any district 
or districts under the provisions for that purpose contained in 
clause 13 of the amended Bill. 

The 25th clause now provides that in future a registrar shall 
not only be a solicitor of the Supreme Court, but one ‘ of at least 
five years’ standing,” and that ‘In the case of any court where 
the number of plaints for the preceding year has exceeded ten 
thousand, the Lord Chancellor may, in the case of any future 
appointment, make it a condition of the appointment that the 
registrar shall not practise as a solicitor or notary, but nothing 
in this section shall be deemed to disqualify a registrar from hold- 
ing any other appointment.” These provisions, however, it is to 
be noticed, concern only future appointments to the office of regis- 
trar. But with regard to all holders of the office, whether present 
or future, it is expressly provided by clause 45 of the Bill, as 
amended, as follows :—*‘‘ In the case of any court where, by reason 
of the amount of business therein, or of the union of the registrar’s 
office with that of the district registrar of the High Court, or the 
district probate registrar, or any other public office, the Lord Chan- 
cellor shall at any time be of opinion that the whole time of the 
registrar ought to be given to the public service, the Lord Chan- 
cellor may, by order to be laid before Parliament, direct that the 
registrar shall not practise as a solicitor; and thereupon the 
Treasury shall assign to the registrar such salary in respect of his 
public offices as they may think fit, having regard to the amount of 
remuneration received by the registrar during the five years imme- 
diately preceding the order, but not exceeding fourteen hundred 
pounds a year ; and every registrar to whom any such order shall 
apply, shall, for all purposes, be deemed to be an officer of the 
Supreme Court within the meaning of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Officers) Act, 1879.” The profession and the 
public will, it is believed, regurd these alterations in the 
existing law as conducive to the due and efficient adminis- 
tration of justice. For the official duties imposed upon a 
registrar demand some guarantee that the person called upon 
to fulfil them is eligible for the post he holds, and that, 
moreover, where the exigencies of the public service require it, 
he shall devote to their discharge, if not the whole, at all events 
the greater part, of his time and attention. 

The 31st clause of the amended Bill also concerns registrars, 





and provides that “notice of any vacancy in the office of registrar 
shall be forthwith given by the judge having the appointment, and 
no appointment shall be made to fill the vacancy within the period 
of one month after the date of the notice without the assent of the 
Lord Chancellor.” 

Clause 48 imposes penalties for assaulting bailiffs, or rescuing 
goods taken in execution, and with regard to their recovery 
provides an additional remedy—namely, “‘ on summary jurisdiction 
in manner provided by the Summary Jurisdiction Act.” The 
existing remedy is simply by order of the county court judge. 

It is now necessary to consider the important amendments 
which occur in Part III. of the Bill, which deals with ‘‘ Jurisdic- 
tion and Law.” 

Clause 56, as amended, no longer excepts from the jurisdiction 
of the county courts actions ‘in which the validity of any devise, 
bequest, or limitation under any will or settlement be disputed, 
or for any malicious prosecution.” On the other d, actions 
for libel, slander, seduction, and breach of promise of marriage 
still remain outside the jurisdiction of the county courts. Ina 
previous issue of this journal attention has been drawn to this 
clause, and we have explained why, in our opinion, the above 
amendment is defensible (ante, p. 519). 

Clause 59 extends the jurisdiction of county courts over actions 
of ejectment to cases where the annual value does not exceed £50, 
the previous limit having been £20, while clause 60 in like 
manner raises the pecuniary limit of jurisdiction over actions in 
which the title to any corporeal or incorporeal hereditaments shall 
come in question from £20 to £50. 

The 62nd clause, with regard to the removal of actions from 
the county court when the defendant objects to their being tried 
there, limits the power of doing so to cases where, in contract, the 
plaintiff shall claim a sum exceeding £20, or, in tort, where he 
shall claim a sum exceeding ten pounds (instead of five pounds, 
which is the present limit), and renders it necessary that in all 
cases “‘ the judge shall certify that, in his opinion, some important 

uestion of law or fact is likely to arise.” This condition now 
kinds its place for the first time in clause 62, and it will certainly 
seriously impede the removal of actions to the High Court, other- 
wise than by writ of certiorari, which remedy will, however, 
still be available to defendants in county court actions. 

Clause 65 of the amended Bill largely increases the derivative 
jurisdiction of the county courts. For it enables a judge of the 
High Court to order an action of contract to be tried in a county 
court where “the claim indorsed on the writ does not exceed 
£100, or where such claim, though it originally exceeded £100, is 
reduced by payment, admitted set-off, or otherwise to a sum not 
exceeding £100.” The figure of £100 was substituted for £50 
by the Standing Committee on Law. It is, of course, impossible 
to predicate, with accuracy, what will be the precise effect of this 
amendment upon the work of the —— courts. But, in all 
probability, the labours of the judges of those courts will thereby 
be largely increased, especially of the metropolitan county court 
judges, who, on an average, at present dispose of about one-half 
of all the causes remitted by the High Court to the county courts 
(see De Colyar’s County Court Cases, p. 12 n (a), and the statistics 
there given). 

Clause 67 of the amended Bill, which defines the jurisdiction in 
equity, contains a new sub-clause (8) giving the county court 
jurisdiction over “‘ actions for relief against fraud or mistake in 
which the damage sustained or the estate or fund in respect of 
which relief ts sought shall not exceed in amount or value the sum 
of £500. 

The 71st clause relates to the investment of moneys paid into 
court in proceedings in the county court. It has been amended by 
the addition of the following provision :—‘‘ Any person deriving 
any benefit under any moneys paid into a post-office savings bank 
under the provisions of this Act may nevertheless open an account 
in a post-office savings bank, or in any other savings bank, in his 
own name, without ting liable to any penalties imposed by any 
statute or regulations in respect of the opening of accounts in two 
savings banks, or of two accounts in the same savings banks.” 

The 72nd clause, in its amended form, contains the following 
additional provision—namely, that: ‘‘ The right of a solicitor to 
address the court shali not be excluded by reason only that he is in 
the permanent and exclusive employment of any other solicitor.” 
This alteration in the existing Jaw will be as a boon by 











556 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 23, 1888. 








solicitors, and will not be displeasing to county court judges, who, 
in country districts especially, must often feel the necessity for 
such an extension of the present right of audience. 








THE SITTINGS OF THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


A JOINT committee of the Bar Committee and the Incorporated Law | been 


Society have had this subject under consideration for some time past, 
= — report has now been submitted to the Lord Chancellor and 
e judges. 
The lowing are the suggestions contained in the report for the 
improvement of the present arrangements for the trial of actions in 
the Queen’s Bench Division :— 

A. The cause list should be divided under three heads :— 

1, Special jury actions. 

2. Common jury actions. 

3. Non-jury actions. 

The cause list should also contain, in a separate column and 
opposite to each case, a short statement of its principal subject- 
matter—e.g., ‘‘Slander,” ‘‘ Marine Insurance,” ‘‘ Bill of Exchange,” 
&c. Such a statement appears in the published cause lists at some at 
least ef the assizes, and has been found to afford a useful indication 
of the character of the business. 

B. Before the commencement of each of the sittings, all the causes 
standing for trial should be arranged in ups. The number of 
groups should correspond with, or be less than, the number cf judges 
expected to be ordinarily available during those sittings for the trial 
of actions. Suppose this number to be six. The groups might then 
be—1 and 2, special juries ; 3 and 4, common juries; 5 and 6, with- 
out juries. Each group will then in effect form a separate cause 
list, belonging for those sittings to a particular judge, so that the 
prospects of the cases included in it will not be affected by anything 
which may egos to any other group except in case of transfer by 
special leave as hereinafter mentioned. No transfers from one group 
to another should be made unless by special leave, and then only so 
as not to interfere with any daily list (see EZ below) which may have 
been already issued, or (except so far as is necessary for transferring 
causes which have already come into a daily list) with any weekly 
list (see ) below). 

C. Notice should be given at least seven days before the com- 
mencement of each of the sittings, specifying :— 

(+) The number of courts to sit for each class of action, subject 
only to circuit arrangements. 

(6.) The dates on which special jury, common jury, and non-jury 
cases would respectively commence. 

(c.) The groups of each classification which are to be taken first, 
and the names of the cases in each group which it is intended to put 
in the paper on the first day of the trial of actions in that group. 

_ (d.) In the sittings in which circuits occur a fresh notice should be 
issued at least seven days before the commencement of the 
circuits. 

D. There should be issued on Friday in each week a revised list of 
actions for the coming week, to be called the weekly list, in which 
should be set down for trial in each of the courts sitting for the trial 
of actions only so many actions out of the group assigned to it as 
that — could reasonably be expected to try during the coming 
week. 

It should be the business of some competent official to examine the 
pleadings, and by this means, and also by inquiry from the counsel 
or solicitors engaged, to guage approximately the character of the 
causes before making up the weekly list. 

In order that the weekly list should remain trustworthy until the 
next revision the following rules should be adopted : — 

a.) No case should on any ground be interpolated in it after the 
publication of the weekly list. 

(6.) No case which for any reason is marked ‘“‘ stayed” or not be- 
fore a certain day later than the first day of the week should (except 
by special leave of the judge) appear in the weekly list. When a 
‘* stay” is removed the case should not appear in the next weekly 
list, but might in any subsequent revision. 

(c.) No case appearing in a weekly list should be allowed to be 
afterwards marked “ stayed ” or ‘not before a certain day ” in that 
list. It might be withdrawn, or it might be struck out by consent, 


without prejudice (in the latter event) to its appearin, ain as pro- 
vided in tb) aoe " — . 


(d.) Two days’ notice to the opposite party, of the intention to 
remove a “‘ stay,” other than a stay for commission, should be given, 
and if the stay is not removed pursuant to such notice a fresh notice 
should be ne __A stay for commission should be removable on 
the application of either party on seven days’ notice, and on pro- 
duction to the associate of a certificate that the evidence has 
returned and printed. 
£, At the midday adjournment in each court an announcement 





should be made by an officer of the court with the authority of the 
judge, that that court would not proceed on the following day beyond 
a certain number in the group assigned to that court. 

F. A special list should be instituted in which only mercantile 
causes should be included, and which should be confined to special 
jury and non-jury cases, to be called the ‘‘ London List,” and to be 
divided into two groups. A court should sit, continuously so far as 
possible, for the trial of this London List, and should be presided 


over by a judge specially assigned for the time to that list. It has 
es eto us that for the trial of this list a third judge might 
be added permanently to the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Divi- 


sion. We think that sucha plan would be in some respects eminently 
satisfactory both to the public and to the legal profession, but, apart 
from other objections to so considerable a change, we feel that the 
discussion of it would pay involve delay in a matter of pressing 
importance ; and therefore we strongly urge the immediate adoption 
of the simpler expedient which we have sug; 

G. Every court assigned at the commencement of each sittings 
for the trial of witness actions should continue to sit de die in diem 
(except Saturdays) for that p se during the sittings, unless pre- 
vented by the requirements of the circuits or other special cause. 

H. Saturdays should be devoted to further considerations, ad- 
journed or ially-appointed cases, or to finishing cases in Friday’s 
ist, but witness cases which had not been in Friday’s list should not, 
as a rule, be put in Saturday’s list. This would facilitate the early 
publication of the weekly lists, and also prevent witnesses from the 
country having to attend on a short day with a probability of un- 
necessary expense. 

I. Many of the non-jury cases have been found by experience to be 
cases of a kind which require only a very short time for trial, and it 
might, we think, be advisable, in order to avoid the waste of judicial 
time on the one hand, and the risk of forming too long a day’s list on 
the other, to try whether these cases co not be subdivided, by 
making out of each group of them a classification of ‘‘ short” causes, 
in which should he included any case in which the solicitors for the 
parties agree, and counsel for the plaintiff certifies that in his opinion 
the trial of the case would not exceed about half an hour. This sub- 
division might then be taken by itself on particular days. 


above. 


The report concludes with a statement that there is a general 
opinion that the a of the Queen’s Bench Division other 
than those for the trial of actions are also susceptible of improve- 


ment for the saving either of judicial time or of expense and incon- 
venience to suitors. One direction is indicated—viz., whether divi- 
sional courts should not, so far as practicable, be abolished. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
TRUST AND MORTGAGE ESTATES IN COPYHOLDS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I am glad you are again referring to section 45 of 
the Copyhold Act, 1887, for it has never been clear to me that the 
alteration in the law effected by that section was altogether an im- 
provement. 

As the law was settled by the Conveyancing and Law of Property 
Act, 1881, on the death of a mortgagee or trustee of copybolds the 
costs of admitting two or three executors may have occasionally 
proved burdensome, but at present, where a devise of the legal estate 
is omitted, the expense of finding the customary heir, or of obtaining 
a vesting order, will often prove nearly as considerable as the cost of 
the admittance of two or three executors ; and where the property is 
small, more so. 

A much more convenient mode than that adopted by the Copyhold 
Act of effecting the object in view would, I venture to suggest, have 
been to follow and extend the principle of Glass v. Richardson (9 
Ha. 698, 2 De G. M. & G. 658). That case, as is well known, is the 
principal authority for the practice of devising copyholds intended 
to be sold to such uses as the trustees for sale appoint, thus 
creating a power, by an exercise of which the copyholds are appointed 
toa p who takes admittance under the will, without any 
necessity for admittance by the donees of the power, or of any sur- 
render by them. 

The principle of that case has been somewhat extended by the 
Court of Appeal in Re Naylor and Spendla’s Contract (34 Ch. D. 217) 
where @ ene had devised copyholds to a trustee upon trust for 
his wife for life, and, she having sold the — under the power 
conferred on her as tenant for life by the Settled Land Act, it was 
decided that on a conveyance by her to give effect to such sale 
the purchaser could take admittance without the trustee being pre- 
viously admitted. 

Following the doctrines on which such decisions as the above are 
based, why should not the 45th section of the Copyhold Act of 1887 
have been in some such terms as the following :— 

‘“‘ Where an estate or interest of inheritance limited to the heir as 
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special occupant in any copyhold hereditaments is vested upon any 
ap age a a psi Lag ay the same shall, on 
his death, vest in such person or persons as his personal resenta- 
tives shall, at any time within two years* after his death. by deed 
appoint, and in default of any such appointment, devolve to and 
become vested in his personal representatives,” &c. 

Since the passing of the i. Act I have inserted in the wills 
of all testators who are at all li oe Se See ee ene Sas 
in copyholds vested in them a devise of copyhold hereditaments of 
which the testator may be seised upon any trusts or by way of murt- 
gage to such uses as the executors (by name), or the survivor of them, 
may by deed appoint, and in default of appointment to the use of 
the executors and their heirs, with a declaration that as well the 
power as the estate is given upon the trusts, and subject to the 
equities upon and subject to which the hereditaments ought to be 
holden, having regard to the trusts affecting the same or the equity of 
redemption subsisting therein. 

The clause, I am quite aware, is imperfect, but it strikes me as 
better than nothing. My object, however, in troubling you with this 
letter is to urge that some legislation is needed to put an end to the 
present state of the law, under which, on the death of a trustee or 
mortgagee, the freeholds vested in him as such devolve in one manner 
and the copyholds in anether. 

If we are to have another Act dealing with copyholds, would there 
be any injustice in repealing the provisions contained in the 4th sec- 
tion of the Wills Act, which followed the 2nd section of the repealed 
Act, 55 Geo. 3, c. 192, to the effect th»t on the admittance of a 
devisee of copyholds the steward is entitled to the fees for a 
surrender to the uses of the will as well as to the fees for an 
admittance. In every set of steward’s fees for an admittance under a 
will in the district with which I am acquainted, and where copy- 
holds are very numerous, occurs the item, ‘‘ Surrender to will 
statute, £3 3s.” Considering that stewards are not badly paid, a | 
that the fee is not given as remuneration for work of any kind, it 
occurs to me it might now be put an end to. H. 

Hereford, June 18. 





THE REMUNERATION ORDER, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—If ‘‘Beverley’’ looks into the Incorporated Law Society's Digest 
of Cases and Opinions, he will find that it has been considered that the 
lessor’s charges for a lease at a rent of £20, ted by direction of a 
builder to a purchaser, who pays to the builder £2,000, should be £8, 
according to the second scale, schedule 1, part 2, and that the £25 in 
addition (making £33) for the scale as on a purchase at £2,000 nnder 
rule 5, schedule 1, part 2, does not apply, on the ground that to 
entitle a lessor’s solicitor to the commission on the premium the con- 
sideration must move to the lessor (Digest [207] p. 80.) 

The lessee’s solicitor’s costs would seem to be properly made out as 
on a purchase for £2,000, under schedule 1, part 1—viz., £25, and also 
£4, the half of the lessor’s charge under schedule 1, part 2 i t 
(73) p. = and [200] p. 78). ° 6. 

une 18, 








At the Auction Mart on Wednesday, the freehold of Barnard’s- 
inn was offered for sale by Mr, E. H. Bousfield, of the firm of Messrs, 
Edwin Fox & Bousfield. The property was described in the par- 
ticulars of sale as > eeparate parish, within the boundary of 
the City of London, the land extending from Holborn to Fetter-lane, 
with important frontages to and entrances from both these main thorough- 
fares, covering a su cial area of 28,000 feet, three houses and shops and a 
licensed tavern, numbered 20, 21, 22, and 23, Holborn; several houses in 
the inn, and shops facing Fetter-lane ; the hall and library of the inn, 
with its kitchen, porter’s lodge, and large garden and co . The 
auctioneer, before inviting bids for the property, stated that the present 
rental was £2,600, less rates and taxes on the weekly part. The front 
houses in Holborn were let for terms, the Jongest of which had until 
1890 torun. Mr. Stapley Firth said he desired to give notice, on behalf 
of Mr. Percy Alexander Vidler, that a writ been issued against 
Mr. J. L. Bartle Frere, who was trustee for the purposes of the sale. 
The writ had been registered asa lis pendens ; and anyone who bought 
the property would do so subject to the writ and the lis pendens. The 
auctioneer said that if hisclient had been doing anything wrong an in- 
junction would have stopped the sale, seeing that the Property had been 
advertired for the last two months The first bid e was £25,000, 
followed by two others of £30,000 and £35,000. Half-a-dozen increased 
offers of £1,000 each were afterwards made, bringing the amount up to 
£41,000; and bids rising by £500 each were then made up to £49,000. 
be mg offer was £49,400, at which amount the auctioneer withdrew the 
property. 





at’ gest the period of two years, as, where courts of copyhold manors are 
held, as is the common custo: early, the three proclamations 
not be made within that time’? ’ 


for an heir could 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
CHARLESTON ». LONDON TRAMWAYS 00.—No. 1, 18th June. 


Master anp Sgervant—Liapiuiry or Company ror Act or SsRrvant— 
Scorz or EmpLoyMenr. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Mathew 
and Charles, JJ.), 36 W. R. 367. The plaintiff was a passenger 
in one of the def ts’ tramcars, and gave the conductor a half-crown 
in payment of her fare of 2d., and he returned her 2s. 4d. Soe. 
she was about to leave the car, the conductor her and her 
that he should detain her and give her in on a charge of having 
given him a bad half-crown. He did so, but on investiga- 
tion the half-crown prov one, and the plaintiff was 
released. She then for false imprisonment, and 
Stephen, J., before whom it was tried, directed a verdict for the plaintiff, 
and gave a accordingly. The Divisional Court set this aside on 
the ground that section 52 of the Tramways Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 
78), which enacts that it shall be lawful for any officer or servant of the 
promoters or lessees of the tramway to detain — attempting to 
crvent cgpeipted ferthes purpose, Sho paul spiel, ot 
servant a orthat purpose. e a t 

THE Gren (Lord Esumn MR, Lovey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. Lord Esuzr, M.R.., said that the only question was whether thecom- 
pany had authorized the conductor to do what he did. It was clear that 
there was no express authority, but would any authority be implied? On 
this the case of v. Londonand South- Western Railway Co. (L. R. 2Q. B. 
534) was in paint. The effect of that decision was that the company could 
not be implied to have authorized their servants to do anything more than 
that which the company themselves were authorized to do. e company 
in this case were authorized by sections 51 and 52 of the Tramways Act, 
1870, to detain and arrest passengers attempting to evade the payment of 
their fare, but they had no authority to arrest passengers for attempting 
to pass bad money. It was plain here from the evidence that the con- 
ductor had detained the plaintiff, not for attempting to evade the payment 
of her fare, but for attempting to pass counterfeit coin. That g £0, 
he had no authority, either express or implied, from the company to act as 
he did, and the action the — could rot' succeed. The 
court expressed no opinion as to the view taken by the Divisional Court 
of the effect of the statute. Livpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ., delivered judg- 
ment to the same effect.—CounszL, Murphy, Q.C., and Arbuthnot ; Kemp, 
oc. and MeClymont. Soxicrrors, Johnson, Budd, $ Johnson; J. O. 
Jacobs. 


VINT vo. VINT—No. 2, 20th June. 


Dszep—Va.ipity — Uncertainty — Rererence To Scuzputs —ScuEpvuts 
OmiTTEp. 


The question in this case was whether a deed, ome certain goods 
and referring to a description of them in a schedule, could have any 
operation, the intended schedule having been omitted. The deed in 
question was a post-nuptial settlement made between the husband, the 
wife, and a trustee. It contained a recital that ‘‘the several goods and 
chattels intended to be hereby assigned were the — estate in 
Pomrinas bettocn thon took, place on tho faith of a promies by (ihe 
een them P on the of a y 
husband) to make a settlement of the said and chattels in manner 
hereinafter contained’’; and the hus did thereby assign to the 
trustee ‘‘all the household goods, furniture, &c., now in or about the 
dwelling-house of (the husband), and more particularly in the 
schedule hereunder written,” to hold the same into the upon trust 
to permit the wife during her life, and after her death the husband during 
his life, to use the same, and after the death of the survivor of them upon 
certain trusts for the benefit of the children of the marriage. There was 
no schedule annexed to the deed. The action was ht by the wife 
and the trustee against the husband, claiming that she might have the use 
of the chattels comprised in the deed. It was objected on behalf of the 
husband that, there being no schedule, the deed was never completed. 
Chitty, J., held that the deed was valid, and that all the household goods, 
&c., at the date of the deed in or about the husband’s dwelling-house 
were comprised in the deed, and an inquiry was directed oD yo 
the household goods, &c., so com in the deed consisted of. On the 
hearing of the appeal the husband’s counsel relied on Weeks v. Maillardet 
(14 East, 568). Th that case the defendant, by an agreement under eeal, 
bound h to deliver to the tiff by a certain day ‘‘ the whole of 
his mechanical pieces as per schedule annexed.”” There was no schedule 
annexed to the deed at the time of its execution, though a schedule was 
afterwards added. The action was brought for breach of the 
and it was held to be a good objection that the schedule did not form 
of the deed. Lord Ellenborough, C.J., said: ‘Taken by itself, the 
is insensible and has no object to upon; therefore it is not the 
defendant’s deed without the schedule.” 
Tur Covrr (Corrox, Bowsx, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that the husband clearly intended the settlement to 
operate as a deed, and it could well take effect as an assignment of the 
chattels in the house at the date of its execution. The case was entire] 
different from Weeks v. Maillardet. There, as the court said, the deed, 
taken by itself, was insensible. In the present case the deed was quite 
sensible without the schedule. Bowzn and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.— 
Counszt, Byrne, Q.0., and J. G. Wood; Romer, Q.0., and A. BR. Kirby. 
Souicrrons, W. ¢ J. Flower ¢ Nussey ; W. T. 8. Murr. 
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Re ORMSTON, GOLDING v. LANCASTER—No. 2, 21st June. 


PracticE—ADMINISTRATION AcTION~IDLE AND VEXATIOUS PROCEEDINGS— 
Oosts—APrrEAL—JURISDICTION—DiscrETION OF Jupezr—R,. 8, C., 1883, 
Tsk Vig By Ele 
This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 127, 36 

W. R. 216). The action was brought in 1882 for the administration of an 

estate, the plaintiff being entitled to a share of the residue of the estate. 

Kay, J., on the further consideration of the action, held that the action had 

been useless and vexatious, and he ordered the plaintiff to pay all the costs 

since rule 1 of order 65 of the R. 8. C., 1883, came into operation, and he 
refused to allow the plaintiff any of his prior costs out of the estate. 

Tue Court (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that there could be no appeal as to the costs subsequent 
to the date at which the R. S. C., 1883, came into operation, as to which 
costs the judge had a discretion. As to the prior costs, according to the 
old practice of the Court of Chancery, as this court had laid down in Re 
MeLellan (33 W. R. 888, 29 Ch. D. 495, 29 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 419), a 
residuary legatee was entitled to his costs of an administration action out 
of the estate unless he had been guilty of some misconduct, and for this 
purpose a malpractice in the suit would be misconduct. His lordship 
agreed with Kay, J., that there had been misconduct on the part of the 
plaintiff, consequently Kay, J., had jurisdiction to deprive him of costs, 
and this court could not interfere. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.— 
CounszL, Everitt, Q.0., and J. 8. Colquhoun ; Byrne, Q.C., and G. B. L. 
Druce. Sourtcrtors, Montagu, Scott, § Baker; Torr § Co. 


Re CROOME, CROOME v. CROOME—No. 2, 19th June. 
Witr—Constrvcrion—Girt ror Particutar Purpose—Resvuttine Trust. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (ante, p. 257). A 
testator by his will gave to his brother Evelyn all his real estate ‘‘ on 
trust, nevertheless, to pay thereout the sum of £800 due from me to the 
trustees under the marriage settlement of S.,” and another sum of £300, 
and alco on trust to pay some life annuities; and he gave all his personal 
estate, after payment of his funeral expenses and all his just debts, ‘‘ ex- 
cept the two above-mentioned sums of £800 and £300,’’ to his said brother 
and his sister, share and share alike. Stirling, J., held that, the brother 
being an express trustee, parol evidence was not admissible to shew that 
the testator intended him to take a beneficial interest in the real estate, 
subject to the payment of the two specified debts and the annuities, and 
ned there was a resulting trust of the real estate for the testator’s heir- 
at- law. 

Tue Court (Corron, Bowrn, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, 
holding, upen the construction of the will, that the brother took a bene- 
ficial interest in the rea] estate, subject to the payment of the £800 and 
the £300 and the annuitics.—Counset, Pearson, Q.C., and R. Swan; 
Hastings, Q.C., and Theobald. Soxtcitors, Badham § Williams ; Cunliffes § 
Davenport. 


LAWRANCE v. LORD NORREYS=No. 2, 15th June. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XXV., 4—Practrice —Srrixinc ovr Pieapincs— “ No 
REASONABLE Cause or Action’?—Duismissinc AcTION AS FRIVOLOUS AND 
VEXATIOUS, 


This was an appeal by the defendants against an order of Stirling, J., 
refusing to strike out the plaintiff’s statement of claim as disclosing no 
reasonable cause of action. The plaintiff claimed to be entitled to estates 
which had been in the possession of the defendants and their predecessors 
in title for many generations. In June, 1886, the plaintiff commenced an 
ejectment action in the Queen’s Bench Division, andin his statement of 
claim in that action he set out a pedigree, shewing his title to the prop- 
erty by descent from one Jonathan Lawrance the younger, who died in 
1816. On the application of the defendants that statement of claim was 
struck out, on the — that the claim was barred by the Statute of 
Limitations, and t, therefore, no reasonable cause of action was 
shewn. From that decision the plaintiff appealed to a divisional court, 
and, in order to take the case out of the Statute of Limitations, he asked 
for leave to amend his statement of claim by adding allegations of fraud 
against one John Towneley, who, in the year 1816, as the plaintiff 
alleged, wrongfully took possession of the estates, thereby defrauding one 
Lebius Lawrance (the son of Jonathan Lawrance the younger), through 
whom the plaintiff claimed, and who was then residing in the United 
States in ignorance of his right to succeed to the property. The 
Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Day, J.) reiused to allow the 
amendment, and dismissed the action, with costs, us frivolous and 
vexatious. The plaintiff then commenced the present action in the 
Chancery Division, and delivered a statement of claim, which was, in 
substance, the same as the amended claim proposed to be used in the first 
action. The defendants applied to Stirling, J., to strike out this plead- 
ing, and to dismiss the action as frivolous and vexatious. The plaintiff’s 
counsel asked for an adjournment, on the ground that, if time were given 
to communicate with the plaintiff, who was in America, evidence could be 
roduced of the Jona fides of the allegations in the statement of claim. 
tirling, J., acceded to that application. The plaintiff afterwards pro- 
duced two affidavits, one by his solicitor and another by a person who was 
formerly employed by the plaintiff's father, and afterwards by the plaintiff, 
for the purpose of investigating and collecting proofs of his title to the 
estates, to shew the reason why the allegations of fraud were not made 
earlier, and to prove that the claim was a bond fide one. The allegations 
of fraud contained in the statemont of claim were to this effect :—Jonathan 
Lawrance the younger, who was out of possession of the estates, came 
over from America, and by means of an action which he brought, and a 


a] 








compromise which ke effected, recovered possession of the property. He 
died in 1816 seised of the estates, and possessed of certain documents con- 
stituting the evidences of his title. Thereupon it was said John Towneley 
conspired with the solicitors in England of Jonathan Lawrance, who had 
been employed by him in the actions and compromise, to conceal from 
Lebius Lawrance, his heir-at-law, his title to the property, and to 
destroy the evidences of title which, down to the time of his death, were 
in the ion of Jonathan Lawrance. It was contended on behalf of 
the plaintiff that this amounted to a concealed fraud, within the meaning 
of section 26 of the Act 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, sufficient to take the case out 
of the statute. It was urged on behalf of the defendants that no new 
case had been made by the plaintiff since the dismissal of his former 
action, and that the plaintiff’s allegations were so fictitious as to make the 
action frivolous and vexatious, thereby depriving the plaintiff of any 
right to go to trial. Stirling, J., was of opinion that the Divisional Court 
had simply decided that, on the facts then before them, they could not 
allow the proposed amendments. But, —_ the further evidence before 
him, he came to the conclusion that the allegation as to the destruction of 
the evidence of title, if it could be made out, was sufficient to bring the 
case within the definition of ‘‘ concealed fraud” given by Kindersley, 
V.C., in Petre v. Petre (1 Drew. 397). He thought, therefore, that the 
plaintiff’s allegations were sufficient, and that the court was not bound to 
go into the question whether it was probable that the plaintiff would 
succed at the trial. And he did not think he ought to hold that the 
plaintiff's allegations were so fictitious that the action ought to be dis- 
missed as vexatious and frivolous. 

Tux Covrt (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the action 
ought to be dismissed as frivolous and vexations. Oorron, L.J., said that 
he would assume that the statement of claim as it stood contained sufficient 
to shew a reasonable cause of action. The inherent jurisdiction of the court 
to prevent actions being brought which were vexatious and frivolous could 
not be disputed, and had frequently been exercised. The existence of that 
jurisdiction had been recognized by the House of Lords in Metropolitan 
Bank v. Pooley (10 App. Cas. 210). The House of Lords in that case went 
into the facts, and did not limit the jurisdiction to cases where the facts 
were not in dispute, as the plaintiff’s counsel had contended it ought to be 
limited. In his lordship’s opinion the present action was frivolous and 
vexatious. It was founded upon a fraud alleged to have been committed 
so long ago as 1816. It appeared to his lordship thet the proper conclu- 
sion to be drawn from what the court had before it was, that the plaintiff's 
allegations were made without substantial grounds, and proceeded on 
mere imagination. The plaintiff had not by his evidence shewn that he 
had reasonable grounds for making the allegations. In his lordship’s 
opinion the action was frivolous and vexatious, and the court ought to 
stop it at once, in order to prevent an abuse of the process of the court. 
The action would, therefore, be dismissed on that ground, with costs. 
Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsz1, Rigby, Q.C., and Trevelyan ; 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and W. C. Druce ; Jeune, Q.C., and F. C. Norton 
Pearson, Q.C., and Upjohn. Soxicrrors, Ward, Wills, Witham, & Lambert 
Markby, Wilde, § Johnson: Norton, Rose, Norton, § Co. ; Howell Thomas. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re HIGGINS AND PERCIVAL’S CONTRACT—Kay, J., 20th June. 


VENDOR AND PurcHASER— UNDERLEASE—EVIDENCE OF PERFORMANCE OF 
Covenants—Recezipt or Rent rrom Grounp LAnDLoRD—CoNVEYANCING 
Act, 1881, s. 3 (5). 

This case raised the question whether, on the sale of an underlease, the 
production of a receipt given by the superior landlord for ground-rent 
paid to him by the underlessee under a threat of distress, was sufficient 
evidence, under the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 3, sub-section 5, that all the 
covenants and provisions in the underlease had been duly performed and 
observed. It was contended on behalf of the vendor that it was sufficient, 
on the authority of Sapsford v. Fletcher (4 T. R. 511) and Carter v. Carter (5 
Bing. 406), which laid down that to an avowry for rent due on an under- 
lease the tenant could plead payment of ground-rent to the original land- 
lord, such payment not being voluntary, but compulsory, and made under 
penalty of distress. 

Kay, J., without calling on the purchaser, held the receipt insufficient 
under section 3, sub-section 5. A receipt for rent constituted a waiver of 
all previous breaches of covenant, and the section provided that on its pro- 
duction the performance of the covenants was to be assumed. But it must be 
the receipt of the person to whom the rent was payable, not of someoue else, 
because it was the voluntary giving of the receipt which constituted the 
waiver. The superior landlord could only waive the covenants contained 
in the original lease, not those in the underlease.—CovunsgL, Millar, Q.C., 
and Hadley ; Brinton. Soxicirors, Gadsden § Treherne ; Chester, Mayhew, 
Broome, § Griffithes. 


Re CURRIE, BJORKMAN v. KIMBERLEY—Kay, J., 14th June. 


Witt—Construction—APprointMENT—‘* CLEAR VALUE ’’—PROBATE AND 
Lecacy Dury—TesTaMENTARY Expensgs—REsIDUE, 


The testatrix, in exercise of a genera] power of appointment under her 
marriage settlement, appointed that the trustees of the settlement should 
stand possessed of so much of the trust funds as should be ‘‘ of the clear 
value of £1,000,’’ in trust to pay the same to the trustees of her will, 
upon trust to pay the same to C. J. Vernon. After several other appoint- 
ments in similar language, the will contained an appointment of the 
residue. The question in dispute was whether probate and legacy duty 
and testamentary expenses on the appointed sum of £1,000 and similar 
appointments were payable out of such funds respectively, or out of the 
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sum appointed as residue, so as to leave the prior appointments free. 
There was no direction in the will as to payment of debts, duty, or 


e 8. 

a ons J., said that the interposition of the trustees of the will did 
not affect the question. But for the words ‘clear value,” the rule 
would apply that an appointment of the residue of a fund in this way 
was a gift of a definite sum, not a gift of residue in the ordinary sense. 
But the intention of the testatrix was obviously to clear the sum of 
£1,000 of all deductions, and to effect that it was necessary to reduce the 
residue. Therefore, all the outgo upon the prior appointments must 
be discharged out of the part of the fund appointed as residue.— 
CounseL, Ince, Q.0., and A. Young ; Marien, Q.C., and Nalder ; Blakesley. 
Soricrrors, Collyer, Bristow, § Co.; Kearsey, Hawes, § Walsh; Morice, 
Toller, § Blakesley. 


JOHNSTON v. HILL—Chitty, J., 18th June. 


Witt—Construction—RvuLz or PgrRpetrurrrrs—ReEMOTENESS—EVIDENCE 
DBHORS THE Wi1LL—Donee ror Lire Past AGE OF CHILD-BEARING. 


In this case the question arose as to whether, in determining the ques- 
tion of remoteness under a will, the court will take into consideration evi- 
dence that the donee for life is a woman of an age past child-bearing. It 
appeared that the testator had, in effect, given property to his daughter for 
life, and after her death to her children and grandchildren on attaining 
twenty-one. The daughter was at the date of the testator’s will about 
fifty-two years of age, and at the date of his death about sixty-one 


Cutty, J., said that, were it open to him to admit the evidence as to 
the donee’s being beyond the age of child-bearing, the age of the lady as 
at the date of the death, and not as at the date of the will, would be the 
age to be considered. However, the case of Gee v. Audley (1 Cox, 324) was 
a clear authority of more than one hundred years since against the admis- 
sibility, in a case of the present kind, of any such evidence as that a woman 
was past child-bearing. If the court were to hold that an inquiry into the 
possibility of a woman being or not being capable of bearing children was 
admissible in such a case as the present, it would also be bound to admit 
similar inquiries in other cases, and there would be a general rule estab- 
lished as to making such inquiries with regard to persons of both sexes 
and of allages. Although it appeared that in the case of Cooper v. Laroche 
(29 W. R. 438, 17 Ch. D. 368) Malins, V.C., had admitted such evidence 
and upheld the gift on the ground that the woman had passed the age of 
child-bearing, yet that decision had not only the appearance of one given 
unadvisedly, but also was directly at variance with the Vice-Chancellor’s 
previous holding in Re Sayer’s Trusts (15 W. R. 617, 6 Eq. 319) He held 
that the court could not go into the question of age.—OCovunseL, Byrne, 
Q.0., and Methold ; Romer, Q.C., and Wilkinson ; Sir Arthur Watson, Q.C., 
and G. Henderson ; Farwell, Nalder, Badcock, Curtis Price, Procter, Daven- 
port, Bramwell Davis, and D. F. Burton. Soxtcrrors, Hopgood; Foster § 
Dowson ; Long & Gardiner ; Blewitt § Tyler ; A. R.& H. Steele ; Rollit § Sons. 


Re THE EARL OF WINOHILSEA’S POLICY TRUSTS—North, J., 
16th June. 


Poutcy or Lirz InsurancE—PAyMENT oF Premiums By Person not BEnze- 
FICIAL OwNER—TRUsTEE—INDEMNITY— LiBN ON PRocEEDs—SALvaGE. 


The question in this case was, whether a trustee, who had out of bis own 
moneys paid a premium necessary to prevent a policy of life assurance from 
lapsing, was entitled te a lien on the proceeds of the policy m respect of the 
sum which he had thus paid. The claimant was the surviving trustee of 
a term of 100 years (determinable on the death of the Earl of Winchilsea) 
created by a settlement in certain estates. The trusts of the term were, 
to pay the rents of the estates to the Earl, until he should assign or charge 
the estates or the rents, or should do or suffer to be done anything where- 
by the estates or the rents, if vested in or a to himself, would by 
operation of law or otherwise become vested in, or payable to, some other 
person; and after the determination of this trust, upon certain discretion- 
ary trusts for the benefit of the Earl, and his wife and children. By the 
Earl of Winchilsea’s Estate Act, 1865, it was provided that the Earl, from 
time to time, with the consent of the trustees of the term, might raise for 
the purposes of the Act, on the security during the life of the Earl of all or 
any part of the estates composed in the term, and, if requisite, with the 
collateral security of any assurances on the Jife of the Earl, any sums not 
exceeding in the whole £50,000, and, in order to secure the repayment of 
the principal sums so raised, with interest, and the moneys from time to 
time payable for effecting and keeping on foot the assurances, the Earl, 
with the like consent, might mortgage for his life the settled estates, or 
any part thereof, to the persons advancing the principal sums, and that 
the mortgages should be paramount to the term. It was further provided 
that, from and after the passing of the Act, the trustees “‘may and 
shall”? make such provision as they from time to time think proper for 
the due application during the life of the Earl of a sufficient part 
of the rents for certain specified purposes—viz. (i) for the payment 
from time to time of the interest upon some already existing incumbrances 
on the estates; (2) for the payment of the expenses of the execution of 
the Act ; (3) forthe payment from time to time of interest on the prinicpal 
sumsraised bythe Earl under the Act, andof the sums requisite for effecting 
and keeping on foot the assurances constitu’ the collateral security for 
the payment of those principal sums. After the passing of this Act the 
Ear], under the powers conferred on him by it, and with the consent of 
the trustees, raised £50,000 by means of a mortgage of part of the estates 
and of two policies of assurance, one for £7,000 and the other for £48,000, 
on the life of the Earl. The mortgage deed reserved the equity of re- 
demption of the policies to the Earl. The trustees of the term entered 
into receipt of the rents, and out of them, so far as they would extend, 





\ 





they from time to time paid the interest due in > “6 of the charges on 
the estates and the premiums on the papi. 1870 the Earl was 
adjudicated a bankrupt, and in March, , one of the two trustees of 
the term died. In December, 1886, a premium of £2,290 became due on 
the policy for £48,000. The rents of the estates had become insufficient 
for the payment of all the charges for the payment of which they were, 
under the provisions of the Act, tobe sy my and thesurviving trustee of the 
term, in order to save the policy from , paid the premium out of his 


own pocket. He had not requ to make the payment, either by 
the mo ees or by the trustee in the Earl’s ptcy. In June, 
1887, the 1 died, and in September, 1887, the mortgagees received 


£55,000, the amount of the two policies. They retained the sum which 
was due to them on their security, and there then remained in their hands 
a balance of £2,278. This sum was claimed by the trustee in the bank- 
ruptcy, and the surviving trustee of the term claimed it in part repayment 
of the premium which he had . The mortgagees paid the balance 
into court under the Trustee Relief Act, and the trustee of the term 
applied for pe ment out tohim. It was contended on his behalf, on the 
authority of Re Leslie (23 Oh. D, 552), that he was entitled toa lien on 
the proceeds of the policy for the premium which he had paid, “ by 
reason of the right of trustees to an indemnity out of their trust property 
for money expended by them in its preservation.” 

Norn, J., Rieutlened the petition. He said that the law applicable to 
such a case was clearly laid down by Fry, L.J., in Re Leslie, and the 
principles enunciated by him were in substance adopted by the Court of 
Appeal in Falcke v. Scottish Imperial Insurance Co. (34 Oh. D. 234, 31 
Sorrcrrors’ Journat, 109). In those cases the court intended to lay 
down exhaustively the cases in which a person who paid a premium on a 
policy of life insurance was entitled to a lien on the proceeds of the 
policy for the amount which he had . It was contended that the 
trustee in the present case came under one of the heads mentioned by 
Fry, L.J. But that depended on the right of a trustee to indemnity out 
of his trust fund for money expended by him in its preservation. That 
right was limited to an indemnity ‘‘out of the trust fund.” In the 
present case the trustee of the term had no trust and no duty in relation 
to the policy moneys, and could have no right to an indemnity out of 
that which was not trust property.—Counsg., Cookson Crackanthorpe, Q.C., 
and Farwell; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and H. Terrell; Hornell. Soxtcrrors, 
Burch, Whitehead, § Davidson ; Lumley § Lumley ; Arnold § Henry White. 


THE BIRMINGHAM VINEGAR BREWERY OO. (LIM.) v. THE 
ae VINEGAR CO. AND W. D. HOLBROOK—North, 
.» 11th June. 


Trapeze Name—INFRINGEMENT—INJUNCTION—USE OF ANOTHER PERSON'S 
Name. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs for an order restraining the defend- 
ants, and each of them, their servants, agents, &c., until the trial of the 
action, or further order, from selling or representing any goods manu- 
factured by the defendant company as ‘* Holbrook’s Worcestershire 
Sauce,’’ and from representing or doing anything which should lead to 
the belief that the articles manufactured and sold the defendant com- 

y were the 8 or manufacture of the tiffs; or that the 
defendants were the gree of the articles known by those names. 
Previously to the year 1870, and up to the year 1879, Messrs, Tompson 
carried on the business of vinegar brewers as the Birmingham Vinegar 
Brewery Oo. In 1879 they transferred their business to the present 
plaintiffs. In 1870 the firm ed the defendant Holbrook as a 
traveller. In 1875 they commen to manufacture sauce, and it was 
arranged with Holbrook that the sauce should be labelled with and adver- 
by the name of Holbrook, and the sauce became known and acquired a 
reputation by that name. When the transfer of the business to the plain- 
tiff company took place, Holbrook assented to the use of his name by 
them, and accordingly they continued to use his name as it had been used 
previously, selling the sauce man’ by themselves as ‘‘ Holbrook’s.’’ 
In December last Holbrook left the employ of the plaintiff company, and 
he afterwards assigned to the defendant company the right to use 
his name in connection with a sauce made by them. In March, 1888, the 
defendant company circulated an advertisement, which stated that they 
were the sole proprietors of ‘‘ Holbrook’s Worcestershire Sauce,’’ and 
they inserted in a ae an advertisement which stated that they 
had purchased from Holbrook, who had severed his connection with the 
Birmingham Vinegar Brewery Oo. (Limited), the right and title to manu- 
facture all the various goods bearing his name, and in particular 
Holbrook’s Worcestershire Sauce. 

North, J., held that the plaintiffs were entitled to an injunction against 
the defendants, The arrangement between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and 
Holbrook was, that they should make a sauce which he was to sell for 
them, and, as the sauce must have some name, it was agreed that his name 
should be used, and it had been sold for some years, and had acquired a 
reputation under that name. There was ample consideration for the 
arrangement in its being made for the mutual benefit of the two Boer 
When the plaintiff company was formed Holbrook recognized their right 
to use hisname. This arrangement continued until his connection with 
the plaintiffs was severed, about the end oflast year. It seemed to his 
lordship that the plaintiffs had acquired the right to use Holbrook’s name, 
and their sauce had acquired a reputation under the name, and the 
evidence shewed that some persons, at an , knew the sauce as the: 
manufacture of the plaintiffs. The d t company had entered into 
an arrangement with Holbrook under which they proposed to use. the 
name of ‘ Holbrook’s Worcestershire Sauce,”’ and they had advertised 
themselves as the exclusive proprietors of the article. What was their 
object in doing this? In his lordship’s opinion their object was to 
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acquire the utation of the plaintiffs. There was no evidence that 
they were g or pro to make the article which was manu- 
factured by the plaintiffs. lordship had uot the least doubt that 
the defendants’ object in taking the name was to obtain for the defendant 
company the benefit of the sale of the article which had been previously 
enjoyed by the plaintiffs. The evidence shewed that the defendant 
— purchased the right to use Holbrook’s name, and nothing 
elee. was not a legitimate object. The fact that the plaintiffs have 
for many years sold their article under Holbrook’s name was clear, and 
it was equally clear that the defendants wished to obtain the benefit of 
the tation thus acquired. How did the defendants seek to justify 
this? They said that a man had a right to use his own name, and to sell his 
own goods. But there was no evidence that Holbrook was doing anything 
of the kind. The evidence was that he had sold the right to use his name 
to other ons, who were using his name for the purpose of selling their 
own 8. Even if Holbrook was selling his own goods under his own 
name, instead of only authorizing other persons to use his name, it 
would behis duty totakecarethat, in usinghis ownname, he was not passin 
off his own goods as those of another. Under the circumstances it would 
be'his duty to make use of such an addition to his own name as would make 
it clear that the goods which he was selling were not the same as those 
which had become well known as manufactured by the plaintiffs. Under 
the circumstances, what the defendants had done amounted to “‘ fraud,” 
within the meaning of the cases.—OounseL, Cozens-Hardy,Q.C., and 
Sturges; Neville, Q.0., and MacConkey; B. 8. Ford. Soxicrrors, Cooper ; 
Thorowgood $ Tabor ; John Wilkinson. 


HILTON v. TUCKER—Kekewich, J., 13th June. 


Brut or Sarze—Piepcs—Vauiwiry—Deivery To Piepcrs —DocumEnt 
REGULATING THE RiGHTs OF THE PiEepGEE—OConTRact FoR PLepcE— 
DELIVERY SUBSEQUENT TO ADVANCE—BILLs or Sarg Acts, 1878 anp 1882. 


In this case the plaintiff Hilton was requested in November, 1883, by 
Tucker to make him an advance on the security of some title deeds, and 
agreed to do so, but before the agreement was carried out it was arranged, 
at Tucker’s suggestion, that instead of the deeds he should deposit a col- 
lection of portraits, prints, and other effects, as security for the advance, in 
a@ room to be provided by Tucker, but to be under the control of the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff thereupon, on November 19, advanced £1,250 to 
‘fucker, for which a bond was given. Tucker took a room in Oxford 
Mansions, Oxford-street, and on December 21 the collection was moved 
into it. On that day he wrote the plaintiff a letter announcing that fact, 
and that he had arranged with one Larking to make a list of the prints 
and other articles on the spot, and concluding: ‘‘ Larking has the key, 
which I place entirely at your disposal.’”’” On the 24th of December a 
further advance of £1,250 was made by the plaintiff to Tucker, and a bond 

ven for it on the 1lth of January, 1884. On the same day (11th of 

anuary) Tucker wrote the plaintiff another letter, as follows: ‘‘ You 
having advanced to me the sum of £2,500 on two bonds for £1,250 each 
executed by me, I hereby request and authorize you to retain possession 
of my collection of engraved portraits, prints, and all other property now 
by me in a certain room in Oxford Mansions, Oxford-street, the 
key of which room is at present in your possession or power; and I 
hereby acknowledge your right to retain ion of such portraits, 
prints, and effects until the whole sum is paid, with interest at five 
cent. from the date of the bonds respectively.—Sraruzn J. Tucker.” 
Packer died in January, 1887, and the defendant was his administratrix. 
The plaintiff did not take — ee nr ae of the property or have 
sole possession of the key till . Tucker's death. Packen: however, had 
access to the room from the first, and exercised various acts of control over 
the collection from time to time. The plaintiff claimed (1) a declara- 
tion that he was entitled to retain ion of the 8 as security 
for the principal and interest of advances; (2) a sale under the 
order of the court, and application of the proceeds in payment of what 
should be due to him ; (3) an injunction to restrain the defendant from 
taking possession of or removing the goods, and the appointment of a 
receiver. The defendant’s contention was that there was no valid pledge, 
and that the letter of January 11 (which was the plaintiff’s only title 
to the goods), being unregistered, and incapable of registration as a bill of 
sale, the plaintiff's claim must fail. The cases referred to were Ex parte 
Hubbard (35 W. R. 2, 17 Q. B. D. 690); Reeves v. Capper (5 Bing. N. O. 
136); North Central Wagon Co. v. Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire 
Railway Co. (34 W. R. 439, 32 Ch. D. 477); Whitehead v. Clifford (5 Taunt. 
518) ; Ellis v. Hunt (3 T. R. 464) ; Bx parte Close (33 W. R. 228, 14 @. B.D. 
386) ; Re Cunningham (33 W. R. 387, 28 Ch. D. 682); Ex parte Parsons (34 
W. R. 329, 16Q B. D. 532) ; Meyerstein v. Barber (15 W. R. 173, 2 C. P. 
38); and Ancona v. Rogers (24 W. R. 1000, 1 Ex. D. 285). 

EWICH, J., said that the plaintiff's case was that there had been a 
valid of the goods. It . from the words of Bowen, 
L.J., Ez parte Hubbard (17 Q. B. D., at p. 698), that delivery was 
an essential part of a pledge, and from those of Willes, J., in Meyer- 
stein v. Barber (2 O. P., at p. 51), that a mere contract to pledge 
was not sufficient to carry the legal property in the goods. either 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, nor that of 1882 applied either to parol 
contracts or pledges, and a pledge by contract and delivery could now be 
enforced without reference to those Acts. In the present case the plain- 
tiff had to make certain advances on the security, ultimately, of 
these . The first advance of £1,250 was made on the 19th of 
November, 1883, and a further advance of £1,250 about a month later, the 
delivery of the goods P’ contemporaneous with the second 


— ractically 

advance. The contract by itself was not sufficient to pass any property, 
in the goods. But at the time of the second advance 

ted in a room in Oxford Mansions, which was rented 
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cker wrote ‘‘ Larking e key, whic’ en’ y at your dis- 
posal.” The key was there, and it was comaneldl in whose bal physical 
possession it was, or that it also remained at the disposal of Tucker him- 
self. Then, on the 11th of January, 1884, Tucker wrote the letter which 
was alleged to bea bill of sale. Certainly authority to retain did not neces- 
sarily imply that possession had already been given, but the letter went 
on, “the key of which room is at present in your possession or power.’’ 
There was nothing in Tucker’s access and control inconsistent with 
Hilton’s possession. All the cases cited as to the effect of delivery of 
keys merely indicated that, in order to amount to constructive possession, 
the key must be delivered under such circumstances that it really passed 
full control over the goods. The key was used as a symbol in cases where 
it was practically impossible to hand over the themselves. As to 
the question of law, whether delivery must, in order to make a valid 
pledge, be contemporaneous with the advance, his lordship was not aware 
of any authority that delivery must be contem us, provided that 
there was delivery afterwards in fulfilment of the contract, and Reeves v. 
Capper was, till overruled, a bin authority the other way. Irrespec- 
tive of that case, however, his | ip could not understand why actual 
delivery must be contemporaneous with the advance, and there seemed 
to be very little — or fraud in holding that if money were advanced 
on a contract that g should be delivered, and the goods were after- 
wards delivered in pursuance of the contract, the transaction constituted 
a valid pledge. e plaintiff was entitled to the relief he asked.— 
CounsgL, Henn Collins, Q.C., and Bradford; Barber, Q.C., and Aldred 
Rowden. Souicrrons, Curtis ¢ Hilton; H. 0. Godfray. 





HIGH COURT.—DIVORCE, &c., DVIISION. 
PHILLIPS v. PHILLIPS—19th June. 


Hvspanp anp Wire—Jvupicrat SepaARATION—INJUNCTION—SEPARATE Prop- 
ERTY—DisPuTeD TiTLeE—INnquiry BY Recistrark—Marriep Women’s 
Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), s. 17. 


This was a wife’s suit for a judicial separation on the ground of her 
husband’s cruelty. On the 6th of March, 1888, the court granted an 
injunction restraining the respondent from selling or otherwise dis g 
of the furniture then in his house, which furniture was claimed by the 
petitioner as being her separate property. On the 21st of April, 1888, the 
petitioner obtained a decree for a judicial separation. The petitioner 
had given notice of motion for an erder on the respondent to deliver up 
the furniture referred to in the injunction, but the respondent, who 
appeared in person, having claimed the furniture as his own, application 
was made for an manny 0 to the title to the furniture under section 17 of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. : ; 

Burt, J., said that the proper course would be to direct an inquiry by 
the registrar as to the title to the furniture, since section 17 of the Mar- 
ried Women’s Property Act, 1882, empowers a judge, ‘‘in any question 
between husband and wife as to the title to or possession of property,’’ to 
“+ direct such application to stand over from time to time, and any “ye | 
touching the matters in question to be made in such manner as he sh 
think fit.” The application to deliver up the furniture would stand over 
until after the registrar’s report.—OounsgL, C, 4. Middleton. Soxicrrors, 
Abbott ¢ Earle. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


ANNIVERSARY Festiva. 

The twenty-eighth anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Asso- 
ciation was held on Thursday, the 14th inst., at the Whitehall Rooms, Hotel 
Métropole, Mr. Natuanret Tertivs Lawrence taking the chair. Upwards 
of one hundred gentlemen were present, among them being Lord Lingea, 
K.C.B; Mr. Justice Kekewich; Sir J. Parker Deane, Q.C., D.C.L.; His 
Honour Judge Francis Bacon, and Mr. Lewis Fry, M.P. __ / 

The Cuarrman proposed the health of “Her Most Gracious Majesty the 
Queen,” observing that it was the more 2 on this occasion, because 
her Majesty’s sympathy and sorrow and suffering had been universally 
made known. He then gave the toast of “ H.R.H. the Prince of Wales, the 
Princess of Wales, and other members of the Royal Family.’’ 

The toasts having been received with loyal enthusiasm, 

The Cuarrman submitted the toast of “The Houses of Lords and 
Commons,” observing that we heard a great deal in the present day about the 
reform of the House of Lords, but he confessed that the word “reform” was 
not altogether agreeable to him, especially when applied to the venerable 
institutions of our country. There were some words which were exceedingly 
familiar to them, which would be much more applicable to the House of 
Lords than the word “reform.” They had all heard the words, “ maintain- 
ing in good repair and condition.” Far be it for him to say that there 
might not be modes of repair which were unknown to the wisdom of our 
ancestors which had yet to be discovered, but there was one mode of repair- 
ing and renovating the House of Lords, which had been practised with great 
success for many centuries, and that was the promotion into that august 
assembly of all that was most distinguished in the law, the church, and the 
army, and not less in the Civil Service. That service contained men of the 
greatest capacity, the greatest ability, and the most unimpeachable honour 
|and integrity, and they were honoured to-night with the presence of a very 
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distinguished member of that service, he meant Lord Lingen, whom he would 
ask to return thanks for the House of Lords. As regarded the House of 
Commons, standing in this assembly he was sure they would not be surprised if 
he quoted Lord Coke’s Institutes. He found in those learned volumes that 
in one early Parliament, the writ summoning the Parliament contained 
a prohibition, which was founded upon an ordinance of the House of 
Lords, against the election of any man of the law to that Parliament, and 
it is observed in the law books that that Parliament was a lack-learning 
Parliament, and that no good law was ever thereat. He was under 
the impression that there was no such prohibition in the writ summoning 
the last Parliament, for the present House of Commons did contain a great 
many lawyers, very eminent men in the profession, and one of these, Mr. 
Lewis Fry, he would call upon to return thanks, 

The Right Hon, Lord Lineen, K.C.B., in acknowledging the toast on 
behalf of the House of Lords, expressed his belief that the sentiment and 
sober sense of the people of the country, even under the most democratic 
institutions, would never ee them to do away with the second chamber. 
In modern politics, no doubt, election was a political driving force of the 
utmost power, to a certain extent they might say of the greatest necessity, 
but it did not supply every need that was sation | in political life. The man 
who was looking for re-election, unless he was a very exceptional person, 
would not readily, at any rate, volunteer to be the champion of an unpopular 
cause ; but he need not say that very often the unpopular cause had proved 
itself by the result to have been the right cause. He was far from sayi tthe 
House of Lords ought not to undergo that periodical revision end clagtation 
which all human institutions required, and it certainly seemed to him not to 
be at all unlikely to undergo them. The House of Lords was pre-eminently a 
wealthy assembly, and, after all, wealth, hereditary wealth, wealth of ancient 
date, wealth that was identified with the efforts and history of the country, was 
not an element to be despised in constituting a second chamber, and that 
element the House of Lords possessed. He hoped that if the hereditary prin- 
ciples were modified it would not be abolished ; for the man who took his place 
by hereditary right owed his seat to the favour of no minister or constituency, 
-~ was, therefore, exempt from a great many temptations both of hope and 

ear. 

Mr. Lewis Fry, M.P., returned thanks for the House of Commons. He 
said it had been the custom of late to speak in somewhat apologetic tones of 
the House of Commons, and he must confess that the House of Commons had 
possibly given some occasion for being referred to in that way. Yet he 
thought they would approve of the reform which had taken place in the 
House. The House had reformed its mode of procedure, it had reformed its 
hours, which were really becoming disreputable, and mended its manners, 
which certainly had tended to become a little rowdy. He believed the 
House of Commons, in the changes which had been made, had had the 
thorough sympatby and approval of the country. He thought they might 
say, without undue laudation of the House of Commons, that it still contained 
witbin itself men who were representative of the ability and high 
character of the country, and that it had as large an infusion of men of whom 
that might be said as at-any time inits past history. There were no doubt 
some evils connected with the development of popular institutions, but he 
thought they might congratulate themselves that they at present saw no 
signs of that separation between the political life of the country and the 
intellectual life and high character of the country, which unfortunately 
was taking place in some other parts of the world. It would be a great 
misfortune if such a line of separation were drawn, but recent events had 
shown that independence of mind and judgment had nct altogether departed 
from the sphere of politics, and that there were to be found among our public 
men, those who would overlook the ties of party should occasion require, and 
that where they believed that the vital interests of the country wereat stake, 
that they were prepared to put patriotism before party. 

Mr, Joun Hotwams gave the toast, ‘The Bench and the Bar,” referring 
to the popularity of her Majesty’s judges, which he ventured to think was 
to a considerable extent to be attributed to the fact that popularity was 
not courted by them. At the same time, it would be difficult i bellees that 
any judge was wholly insensible to a feeling of pleasure, if he knew that the 
way in which he discharged his anxious, arduous and difficult duties was 
——- by those who, perhaps more than the general public, were capable 
of forming an opinion upon the subject. At the same time, it struek him as 
extraordinary that that popularity should be so marked, when it necessarily 
Sy in almost every case that the judge must decide against one solicitor, 
and they all knew the interest solicitors took in their cases, and the feeling 
of disappointment which resulted from an adverse decision. But they had 
the knowledge that the case was almost sure to have been heard patiently, 
and that — one concerned had been heard with courtesy. The position 
of the bar always been a proud one in this country, and it had held a 
position which had been recognised throughout the civilized world. The 
advocate was distinguished to-day as of old for the ability with which 
he conducted his case, and the zeal which he displayed for his client. 

The toast having been received with great cordiality, 

The Hon. Mr. Justice Kexewica responded for the Bench. He said it 
was no light task to be patient and courteous in the discharge of one’s duty 
as a judge, and sometimes that patience and courtesy must break down, and 
one was always sorry when that occurred. He was exceedingly glad to be 
present to signify his desire for the welfare of so good an institution. 
The barristers had their benevolent society, and he wished it were as 
flourishing as the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 

_ Sir J. Parker Dzayez, Q.C., D.C.L., returned thanks for the Bar. Speak- 
ing of the references which had been made to impending changes in the 
House of Lords, he said that he had not the slightest doubt there would be 
changes at the Bar. Those changes he supposed le would say would be 


for the benefit of the public. Speaking for himself, he could not say that he 
thought the changes which had taken place, at all events, of late F ng 
urrers, 


was not speaking now of what he was once familiar with, special 





and so on—had been for the benefit of the public. He thought it of late had 
rather suffered for these changes. Colonel Pride, after the battle of Dunbar, 
had hung the captured standards in Westminster Hall, and he then said, 
“There is only one thing wanted. Let’s get the gowns of all the lawyers 
and hang them up by the side of these colours, and so send those gentlemen 
to a more honest trade.” He (Sir J. P. Deane) did not think that would 
happen in these times. Lawyers did not depend upon the breath of popular 
po. ag They did not depend upon hereditary rights, but they did depend 
upon a very common 7. ublic utility. They were very useful, they 
were very beneficial. Mr. Hollams had referred to the f of the 
solicitor when the case was decided against him; what were the feelings of 
the advocate on such an occasion, and upon whom was the entire b 
generally thrown? . oleae 
The Cuarrman, in proposing the toast of the evening, “ The Solicitors 
Benevolent Association, and may prosperity continue to attend it,” said: It 
has been doubted sometimes whether gee ss of this institution is v 
materially assisted by these dinners, but a reference to the pecuniary reco 
of the society would prove that the dinners had contributed very materially 
to its prosperity. But I should not like to put the question exactly upon 
that ground. We are a number of men who are uniting in a great and 
beneficent work, and written communications do not quite suffice for the 
attainment of the object we have in view. I think we should be the last men 
to undervalue written documents, but written communications are not a satis- 
factory substitute for social and mal intercourse. And if lawyers were 
to meet together, they could only do so at the end of the day 
when the cares and anxieties of their labour were over. To the over- 
labouring lawyer the evening brings his dinner and a short interval, 
when he is open to the claims of friendship and charity. This is a very 
suitable hour in which to bring before you briefly the facts of this great and 
interesting institution which we have met to help this evening. The 
institution was established in the year 1858, so that it is just thirty years old. 
The need of it, I think, we need hardly dilate upon at any length. In all 
professions it can only be the few who attain riches and eminence—the 
greater number of every profession must be satisfied, if they can, by dint of 
great labour and exertion, maintain themselves in the station in which they 
were born, and provide by economy and frugality what will protect and sup- 
port those whom they will leave behind them when they die. But disease 
and death assail every man. They come upon us unawares, and they surprise 
many an honest man before he has had the time or the opportunity to lay by 
a provision for those who are dependent upon him. I need not say, standing 
here, and speaking on behalf of our profession, that we are all proud of our 
profession. We believe that our profession will stand —— with on 
other in those manly virtues of industry, er: and self-denial by whi 
a man frees hi from the sad necessity of having resource to institutions 
of this kind. But, as I said before, misfortune surprises many a man before 
he has had the time to make that provision, and then it is right that his 
more successful brethren should come forward as members of an institution 
of this kind to give help to those who are in want. During the thirty years 
of the existence of the society we have given away £41,000, and in the year 
which has elapsed since the last meeting in June, 1887, in this hall, we have 
distributed £4,000. The cases we have relieved in the year are 192, of whom 
thirty were members and families of members, and the rest were non-mem- 
bers and their families. Our directors, in considering carefully and weighing 
all these cases, determined long ago that it was right to spend our income, 
and they determined also that it was not right to restrict the operations of 
the charity to those who are members. They felt that the generous men 
who had entrusted them with large funds to distribute would not be satisfied 
if they turned away those who are in distress while they had the means to 
relieve them. These being their princi I will give you, as an example of 
what they do, one or two instances. have here a case of the widow of a 
Saaaier who has received eleven L pte between 1876 and 1887, amount- 
ing altogether to £552; the widow of an annual subscriber who received ten 
grants between 1878 and 1887, amounting to £485, that annual subscriber 
having paid £6 6s. to the society. There are also cases of non-members 
one widow receiving, between 1881 and 1887, seven ~— , amounting to 
£155, and another, between the same dates, received eight grants, amoun’ 
to £205. So that we have given, we may say, to the members abo 
£50 a year as a um sum, and to the non-members about £20 a 
year. The object is to make these grants if possible annually as far 
as the circumstances of the parties —— it and the funds admit. 
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Mr. Hollams, and the last from the subscriptions of last year, which is 
called the Victoria Jubilee ar What are our means for doing this ? 
We have a capital sum of £47,000, which produces in these bad times of 
interest, and after deductions, £1,500 a year. That is all the permanent 
poe ap aa ag fing Ay af Fy a bie 
annual subscriptions. Standi ere, L 
allowed to aon for the widows and orphans whom ‘ou have assisted, I f 
bound to express the very great gratitude with wi they receive the gifts 
of the association. They say that the grants are of the greatest value to 
them, and they express the deepest gratitude towards the society. 
feel grateful to those who give their money, and ul to the directors, who 
ive their time and attention and experience 
it a little further, as 1 said, we have only £1,500 a year 
and the remainder is made up of annual subscriptions a: 
Well, casual donations, of course, are things that are variable, and the annual 
subscriptions diminish as we lose our subscribers by death. the last 
year we have lost 114 subscribers. Therefore, really the life of 1 
is in new members. It must languish and waloms new pepe Jee OF. 
We have about 3,500 subscribers, to whom all honour and credit are due, and 
I wish I could express as fully as I should like the estimation in which 
I hold them. But our profession numbers 14,800, so that there are 
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more than 11,000 who stand aloof from the society. If we could get these 
11,000 in, if we had 11,000 guineas in addition to our present income, we 
might really grapple successfully with the want and misery which exists in 
the profession. The grants which I have mentioned are most valuable, and 
they are very warmly and gratefully received, but they are not nearly as 
large in many cases as we should like them to be. The accounts which come 
before the Board are sometimes of a very heartrending and painful character. 
I think the sum and substance of what i have to say on behalf of the society 
is to urge the desirability of getting new members to join it. They do not 
present themselves spontaneously in many cases—there are the 11,000 
solicitors-who have not presented themselves—therefore, if those members 
whom I see around me, and who take a deep interest in the society, if they 
will exercise their influence to increase our numbers, they will be doing a 
very great good. Our object is to give our humble support to the widows of 
the members of our profession, and means of maintenance and education to 
their orphans. There cannot be a better and a nobler object. It is worthy of 
all the exertion which we can bestow upon it. Let us continue our exertions 
with renewed energy—I should like to say, if I dare, with redoubled energy, 
and then let us rest assured that our work will be blessed, and our labour 
will not be in vain. 

The toast was drunk upstanding, and with three times three. 

At this point Mr. J. T. Scorr (Secretary) announced subscriptions and 
donations amounting to £1,370, amongst which were the following :—The 
Chairman, 100 guineas; Mr. Hollams, 50 guineas; the Misses Mayward, 30 
guineas. 

Mr. Henry Roscoe (Chairman of the Board) proposed the health of 
the Chairman, speaking in high terms of the value of his services, and 
stating that to him the association were indebted for the acquisition upon 
this occasion of 192 new members, and he had made almost unprecedented 
efforts to benefit the association. He had addressed letters to almost every 
member of the profession who had not hitherto been a member, and this 
meant very great trouble, and, as a minor matter, no inconsiderable expense. 
With regard to what had been said about the Barristers’ Benevolent Society, 
he could only say that the sooner they followed the example of the asso- 
ciation, as far as holding an annual dinner was concerned, the better, for it 
was not an expense, but a source of considerable income. At one time he 
had had his doubts as to the utility of an annual dinner, but they would have 
done by no means as well had it been abandoned. Of the great good 
effected by the association he was convinced, and he was sure the 
funds so liberally given were well disposed of. Many cases which 
came before the Board were of a most heartrending character. Gentlemen 
who had been in the full swing of business were cut off in their prime, and, 
unfortunately, sometimes they had not provided for those whom they most 
dearly loved, and who were absolutely dependent upon them. In many cases 
the grants the association made were of the most material assistance, and he 
might mention a case in which a widow and her family were assisted. The 
eldest son was at the time not out of his articles, but four years after, having 
then entered the profession, he had been able to return the amount which 
had been granted, and had become a member of the association. The timely 
relief of the family had enabled the whole family to establish themselves in 
a way which, but for it, would have been impossible. 

The toast was very cordially received and with loud cheering. 

The Chairman having returned thanks, 

Mr. J. AnpERson Rose proposed the health of “The Visitors,” in the 
course of his remarks mentioning several cases of deep distress where the 
association had been of the greatest benefit. Those who subscribed to the 
association might depend upon it that their money was wisely, honestly, and 
beneficially distributed for the benefit of the poor members of the profession. 

His Honour Judge Francis Bacon returned thanks, observing that in the 
two courts where he had to administer justice in the East End, he was brought 
into contact with a class of solicitors who could not practise by deputy, and 
whose remuneration was too small to enable them to accumulate money. 
To such as these the association must be of great service. 

During the evening a programme of a and part-songs was excellently 
rendered, under the direction of Mr. William Coates, by Master Humm, 
Mr. W. Coward, Mr. Coates, Mr. C. Dalzell, and Mr. R. Hilton. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


List of qualified members of the society nominated as members of the 
council to be elected at the annual general meeting on the 6th of July, 
1888 (the candidates whose names are marked thus (*) go out of office by 
rotation) :— 

Joseph Addison,* 2, Bond-court, Walbrook, E.0. (received June 8). 
Nominated by Nicholas Hanhart, 20, Southampton-street, High Holborn, 
W.C.; and Melvill Green, Worthing. 

John Hunter,* 9, New-equare, Lincoln’s-inn (received June 8). Nomi- 
nated by Nicholas Hanhart, 20, Southampton-street, High Holborn, W.C. ; 
and Ernest E. Lake, 4, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn. 

F. P. Morrell,* Oxford. Nominated by Ernest E. Lake, 4, Serle-street, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; and Melvill Green, Worthing. 

Henry Wing, Nottingham. Nominated a Jesse Hind, Nottingham ; 
Ernest E. Lake, 4, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn ; Thos. Horton, Birming- 
ham; ©. S. B. Busby, Derby; H. E. Gribble, 38, Bedford-row; J. W. 

om Sheffield; W. H. Macaulay, Leicester; and H. K. Hebb, 
co) 


John Oooper,* Manchester (received June 9). Nominated by Wm. 
Slater, jun., Manchester; Thos: Joseph Gill, Manchester; R. W, Mars- 
land, 124, Chancery-lane ; and H. E. Gribble, 38, Bedford-row. 

Edwin Freshfield, LL.D.,* 5, Bank-buildings, E.O. (received June 9). 
Nominated by Alfred Markby, 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn ; and J. M. 
Elliott Collis, 3, Old Serjeant’s-inn, W.O. 
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Wm. Godden,* 34, Old Jewry, E.O. (received June 9). Nominated by 
R. W. Marsland, 124, Chancery-lane; and H. E. Gribble, 38, Bedford- 
row. 

Henry Markby,* 57, Coleman-street, E.C. (received June 9). Nomi- 
nated by R. W. Marsland, 124, Chancery-lane ; and H. E. Gribble, 38, 
Bedford-row. 

Charles Berkeley Margetts,* Huntingdon (received June 9). Nomi- 
nated by Arthur M. Ellis, Newmarket; W. Melmoth Walters, 9, New- 
square, Lincoln’s-inn ; W. J. D. Andrew, 8, Great James-street, Bedford- 
row ; and H. E. Gribble, 38, Bedford-row. 

Thos. Marshall,* Leeds (received June 9). Nominated by H. E. Gribble, 
38, Bedford-row ; and Alfred Markby, 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 

James Warnes Howlett,* Brighton (received June 14). Nominated by 
the Right. Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P., Wolverhampton ; and Sir R. G. 
Raper, Chichester. 

Arthur Hepburn Hastie, 65, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Nominated by James 
R. Pearless, East Grinstead; and J. Balfour Allan, ¥, Furnival’s-inn. 

Robert Ellett, Cirencester. Nominated by Samuel Bircham, 46, Parlia- 
ment-street ; and Charles Goddard, Gray’s-inn. 

List of qualified members of the society proposed as president and vice- 
president of the society, to be elected at the same meeting :— 

Benjamin Greene e, president, 10, New-equare, Lincoln’s-inn (re- 
ceived June 9). Nominated by Nicholas Hanhart, 20, Southampton-street, 
High Holborn, W.C. ; and Melvill Green, Worthing. 

Grinham Keen, vice-president, 24, Knightrider-street, Doctors’ com- 
mons (received June 12). Nominated by F. 8. Clayton, 10, Lancaster- 
place; and Samuel Bircham, 46, Parliament-street. 

List of qualified persons proposed as auditors of the society, to be elected 
at the same meetin, 

John Stephens Cha pelow, F.C.A., 10, Lincoln’s-inn-fields (received 
June 8). Nominated by Alex. Forbes Tweedie, 5, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
W.C.; and Joseph Prior, 61, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 

Robert William Dibdin, 23, Red Lion-square, W.C. (received June 8). 
Nominated by J. G. Bristow, 1, Copthall-buildings, E.C. ; and E. Robert 
Still, 5, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Wm. Russell Cooke, 3, New-inn, Straud, W.C. (received June 12). 
Nominated by G. H. Sawtell, 23, Red Lion-square, W.C.; and H. A. 
Dowse, 6, New-inn, Strand, W.C. 





At the annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society to be 
held on the 6th of July 

Mr. H, E. Grinstz will move: That the resolution passed at the adjourned 
general meeting held on July 5, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, be rescinded so far as relates 
to the meeting in April in each year. 

Mr. A. G. Drrron will move : That it is in the interests of the public that 
— should have audience in all courts, including the Court of 
Appeal. 

. Mr. F. K. Munton will call attention to: (a4) The paper read by him at 
the Hull meeting in 1882: a the execution of writs to be removed 
from the office of sheriff’; (4) The resolution unanimously passed at such 
meeting recommending that the execution of final civil process should be 
removed from the office of sheriff; (c) The annual report of the society 
for 1883, wherein it is stated that the council after due consideration were 
unable to adopt the recommendation. 

Mr. Munton will ask whether the council are aware that a Select Com- 
mittee of the House of Lords has now reported in favour of the complete 
severance from the office of high sheriff of all the duties connected with 
legal proceedings now devolving on under-sheriffs, and whether it is in- 
tended to take any, and what, course in relation thereto. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


MIDDLE TEMPLE. 


Among the students of the Middle Temple called to the bar last week 
was Mr. Ohan-Toon, a native of Burmah. During his studentship Mr. 
Chan-Toon competed forthe eight principal prizes open to law students and 
gained them all, Ata parliament of the benchers of the Middle Temple the 
following resolution has been passed :—‘' The masters of the beuch of the 
Middle Temple desire to offer their best congratulations to Mr. Ohan- 
Toon on his most distinguished career as a student of the inn, and, 
recognizing the ae honour Mr. Chan-Toon has, by his success, ed 
for the society, the masters of the bench express the sincere hope that his 
career throughout life may fulfil the promise of its commencemert.’’ 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 
Concress or Law Societies anp Law Srupenrs. 

This congress held its first sitting in Lincoln’s-inn Old Hall on 
Thursday. The proceedings were opened with an address of welcome by 
the chairman, Mr. A. K. Common. The secretary for societies in union 
(Mr. 8S. F. Goodall) then read a paper u the working of his depart- 
ment. Subsequently Mr. Charles Dunderdale (Manchester) moved a 
resolution advocating the formation of a ‘‘Central Articled Clerks’ 
Society” in London, entirely distinct from the United Law Society. An 
amendment, however, was moved by Mr. J. L. V. 8. Williams (Bristol) in 
favour of establishing a Department of the United Law Society, with 
similar objects and including representatives of the country societies, and 
was carried, on a division, by twenty votes to six. 
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Various proposals were made by members of the committee and others 
relating to the union between the United Law Society and the country 
societies, and were discussed at some length. 

The congress meets again on Friday and Saturday, when its meetings 
will be thrown open to both branches of the profession. 





A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, the 18th of June, 
when Col. Edis (commanding the Artists’ R.V.) moved: ‘‘ That the im- 
provement of our National Defence is a matter of immediate necessity.” 
The following spoke :—For the motion: Messrs. Moyle & Vidler, and 
Col. Russell (commanding the Inns of Court R.V.); against: Messrs. 
Common, Kains-Jackson, and Lieut.-Col. Charles Ford. The motion was 
carried by twenty-one votes. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Tuomas Hottoway, barrister, has been elected a Member 
of the School Board for London for the Hackney Division. Mr. Holloway 
was the only son of Mr. Thomas Holloway, and was born in 1856. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple m April, 1883, and he is a member 
of the South-Eastern Circuit. 


Mr. Atrrep Hopexkrnson, solicitor, of 49, Eastcheap, has been appointed 
Deputy Coroner for the North-Eastern Division of the County of Middlesex. 
Mr. Hodgkinson was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 


Mr. Atrrep CurtcueLe Prownpen, barrister, has been appointed a Police 
Magistrate for the Metropolis in succession to Mr. John Smith Mansfield, 
resigned. Mr. Plowden is the eldest son of Mr. Trevor John Chichele 
Plowden, and was born in 1844. He was educated at Westminster, and at 
Brasenose College, Oxford. Mr. Plowden was private secretary to Sir 
John Peter Grant when Governor of Jamaica. He was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1870, and he has practised on the 
Oxford Circuit and at the Staffordshire and Shropshire Sessions. Mr. 
Plowden was appointed Recorder of the borough of Much Wenlock in 1879, 
and he has been for several years a revising barrister. 


Mr. Grorce Bovtrer Wetsrorp, solicitor and notary, of Weymouth, 
has been appointed Clerk to the Mico Charity Trustees. Mr. Welsford 
was admitted a solicitor in 1856. 


Mr.Epwarp Tueropore Ams, solicitor (of the firm of Pinchard & Alms), 
of Taunton, has been appointed Solicitor to the Fourth Starr-Bowkett 
Building Society. Mr. Alms was admitted a solicitor in 1881. 


Mr, Joun Bennett Wriu1ams, solicitor (of the firm of Olark, Sudbury, 
Williams, & Green), of Ludlow, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Epcar Boovg, solicitor, of 15, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. Mr. Bogue was admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Rozgrt Dasuwoon, aolicitor, of No. 5, Victoria-street, Westminster, 


rw appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
ourt. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLvurions, 
Grorce Asnworth and James Waker (Ashworth & Walker), 


Waterfoot, Lancashire, solicitors, so far as regards the said James 
Walker. May 11. [ Gazette, June 15. 


Grorcr Tuomas Tyerman and Watrer Gzorce Anprewes (Hollings- 
worth, Tyerman, & Andrewes), No. 4, East India-avenue, London, 
solicitors. June 14. 


Mixton Starer and James Antuony Jetuicoz (Slater & Jellicoe), 
28, New Bridge-street, Ludgate-circus, London, solicitors. The 
business will be carried on by the said Minton Slater in partnership with 
Rowland Addams- Williams, B.A., under the style of Slater & Addams- 
Williams, at the above addrezs. June 11. (Gazette, June 19. 





GENERAL, 
The Earl of Dartmouth, on Monday last, in the House of Lords, pre- 
sented a petition from the Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society against 
the Land Transfer Bill. 


Mr. Edward Ridley, one of the official referees, writes to the Times to 
complain of ‘‘ the inconvenient and inadequate accommodation’ now pro- 
vided for the official referees, two of whom are placed in “the garrets of 
the Royal Courts.” 

The fifth report of the Comptroller-General of Patents states that the 
total number of applications for patents in 1887 was 18,051, for designs 
26,043, and for trade-marks 10,586. These numbers are considerably in 
advance of the average of the three previous years. 

Sir James Parker Deane, Q.C., will retire from practice at the end of 
the present month. The learned gentleman, however, will not resign the 
offices of Admiralty Advocate, Vicar-General of the Province of Canter- 
hers 6 and Chancellor of the Diocese of Salisbury, which he at present 

olds. 


The honorary degree conferred on Sir James Hannen at Oxford 





afforded an opportunity for undergraduate facetiousness. The learned 
judge was called upon by the gallery to receive a degree nisi, and asked 
ie hether he had made his will?” and ‘‘ Were the proctors interven- 
ing? 

A meeting of the Selden Society was held on Wednesday for the pur- 
pose of hearing a paper by Mr. F. W. Maitland on a poiut in the history 
of trial by jury, on a special plea of hatred and malice. Lord Justice Fry 
presided. After Mr. Maitland had read his paper, Mr. Justice Wills re- 
marked that it was a very difficult thing to perform the necessary work of 
imagination and figure to himself in what way the proceedings in the 
early courts were carried out, and who was the judge, and how he looked, 
and in what way he called in the agency of the su tural, and in what 
manner the testimony and judgment of the neighbours was tendered and 
received. He could not help thinking that the materials to a very great 
extent were already in their hands, and that they only wanted sifting and 
analyzing in order to get a clear picture of what really occurred. 


The Albany Law Journal says that a prominent young attorney was 
plaintiff in a case before Justice Brouwer which has finally adjudicated a 
novel question of law and ethics. The attorney in question has at the 
foot of the stairway leading to his office a sign large and artistic, which 
proclaims to the anxious world the locality of his office. The plaintiff 
claimed that this sign was obscured by shoes h in front of it by the 
tenant of the store below, and that thereby many clients were lost, to the 
great damage of both attorney and clients. The jury, after profound con 
sideration of the testimony, arguments of the counsel, and)the charge of 
the court, rendered a verdict that the plaintiff recover six cents damages 
and that the shoes be removed instanter. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date APPEAL CouRT APPEAL CougT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 1, No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon., June 25 Mr, Rolt Mr. Godfrey Mr. Clowes ‘Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday ... 26 Godfrey Rolt Koe Ward 
Wednesday 27 Ward Godfrey Clowes Pemberton 
Thursday .. 28 Pemberton Rolt Koe Ward 
Friday ...... 29 Koe Clowes Pemberton 
Saturday... 30 Clowes Rolt Koe Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NokTH. STIRLING. OH. 
Monday, June ........... 25 Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach Mr. Carrington 
— Pugh Beal Jackson 
oo Lavie Leach Carrington 
. nn 
- 29 vie ¥ 
Pugh Beal Jackson 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ALMADA AND Tirtro Co., LIMITED.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated June 
4, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Wilkins & Co., Gresham house, solors for petners 

CHESTERTON COAL AND Ik0N Co. —. an order made by Chitty, J., 
— by 4, it = ordered p ae the company be wound up. Morley & 

hirretf, resham ouse, ors for petner 

Spurway & Co., LiwiTep.—By an onder made by Stirling, J., dated May 12, it 
= ay ape that the company be wound up. Lowless & Vo., Martin's lane, » 

er 
ALREs’ pt pereh FLOORING AND EvREKA CONCRETE CO., LIMITED.—Stirling 
J., has fixed June 26 at 11,30, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator 
London Gasette—TUEsDAY, June 19, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

AMERICAN EXCHANGE IN EvROPE, LimITED.—By an order made by Stirling, J. 
a e hg end ye American Exchange in Europe be w: 
up. Oolyer, Wy ran or for petner 

MMERCIAL BANK OF LONDON, .—By an order made by 8 J. 

dated June 2 it wea oedored tiat the Qommersial Bank be wound up. Ridred 
ts) een 8 rs for pe 

iH Houseaoun Sonne Go, Lire By an onder made by Suing 
dated June 9, it was volvo 

continued. Smith & Co, Bread st, agents for Wright & Co, Leicester, petners’ 


solors 
KENSINGTON FINE ART ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up ted 
June s6, Goosted pont, SECO AG,S CERN, TENOR Wild & Oo, 
eon beat LIMITED ‘Creditors are required, on or before July 12, 
to send their names and ndAresess, pnt particulars of their debts or orn to 
Frederick William Lawrence, - -Ry- Monday, July 16, at 12, 
te eppatiiee fot meen “etn tor winding up, presented ay ll, directed to be 
0, ED.— or W! up, PD! “ 
heard betove Nerth, J. on June 30, m & Davis, Chancery lane, solors 
for petner 
PLYMOUTH GENERAL OMNIBUS AND CARRYING Co, LimiTeD.—Petn for winding 
up, presented June 18, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on June 30, 
Bell & Co, Bow Churchyard, agents for Bewes & Co, Stonehouse, solors for 


petners 
SouTH Coast STEAM SHIPPING Co, LimiTreD.—Petn for winding up, presented 
June 16, directed to be heard before North, J., on June 30, Herbert, Cork 

st, solor for petner 
Sourn DukHAM BREWERY O0., .—Oreditors are required, on or before 
, 


N 


LIMITED 
July 13, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
or aie, to John Thompson Hall, 44, High row, Darlington. Wednesday, 


j 
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July 2% at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debte and 


WiLlows Srenr: Co., Lrutrep.—By an order made Lf Stirling, J., dated June 9, 
it was — that the company be wound up. Tamplin & Co. .» Fenchurch st, 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

: oe Socunez, White Hart Inn, Headless Cross, Redditch, Warwick. 
une 

SANCTUARY ALMA ANCIENT Queen OF SHEPHERDS FRIENDLY Society, Woodman 
wae Norwood. June 
Wairttinetor Mrzn’s Summer Gomez, Boot Inn, Whittington, Salop. June 12 

SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
Kysva ov ae Denerenals SOCTE, Royal Standard, Arundel st, Mile End 


RED, WHITE, AND uve Frrenpiy Society, Talbot inn, Kimcote, Lutterworth, 
Leicester. ‘June . 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLarm, 

London Gagette.—FRIDAY, June 8. 

ABBATT, Saoyss Leeds, Yeoman, July 3. Haunch v Abbatt, Chitty, J. Wil- 
seme Ae Hons, Ashby o ae South, Joiner. July 9. Smith v Trussell, North, 
mae Sessits-aieide June 15. 

Bass, Amn, Tet m, Cumberland. July10. Bell v Farish, Kay, J. James & 


Brown, Mary Lag am, Essex. July 16. Green v Brown, Obitty, J. 
LANDELLA, Wan, N Newoastle on Tyne, Printer. July 12. Tewart v Landells, 


Chitty, J. 
Gmaw, Wriug. Cardigan, Gent. July 12. Gundry v Shaw, Chitty, J. 


Maas ay en le Frith 
—— te, "cerca July 10. Kelsey v Thornton, &c., 


J.  ilestioen, 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, June 19. 
mange. te Gray’s inn place. July 12. Davis v Penny, Stirling, J. Biggs» 
TaYLER, CALEB. Lewisham High rd, Doctor of Medicine. July 17. Tay) 
Young, Stirling, J. Rooke, Lincoln’s inn fields . etait: 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last DaY oF CLAIM. 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, June 12. 
AwmsnosE, Lucy, Church lane, Battersea. July 3. Cockram Taylor, Essex st 


AyvEns, WitluuM Henny. Mincing lane, Gent. July 19. Johnson & Co, Win- 
chester ;rrouse, Old Broad st 

BEARDALL, THOMAS, Mansfield _ Notts, Farmer. July 7. Towle & 
Oo, Nottingham 

BETHUNE, FRANCES ee Queensberry pl, South Kensington. July 7. 
Morse, Lime st 


——, Wats, Stee Albany, Northampton, Grazier. Nicholson, 
BROUGHTON, Wruus,. Brunswick pl, Leeds, Veterinary Surgeon. July 21. 
ee MaTILDA PERRY, Glastonbury, Somerset. July 16. Bulleid, 
CHAPMAN, hag tat 8 Thorpe st, Scarcroft rd, York, Pawnbroker. Aug 14. 
Gana, Seem, Forty hill, Enfield. July 23. Prideaux & Sons, Goldsmiths’ 
CLARK. JAMES. pubepstebe, Southampton, Gardener. July ® FI&JO 
wrareer, Wincheste: 
CooMBER, JOHN, ae st, Cavendish sq. July 31. Anderson Rose, Malis- 
CULLING, Ropsrt Jonny, Keinton, Mandeville, Somerset, Stone Merchant. July 


16. Bulleid, Glastonbury 
Curtis, JoHN CHARLES, Villa rd, Brixton. July 25. Curtis, Bournemouth 


Dans, James, Brighton, Gent. July7. Nye, Brighton 
Dowss, Jouw THomas, Pelham rd, Wanstead, Essex, Gent. July 18, Stock, 


Luwrz, CHARLES Ex1, Birmingham, Furnitare Dealer. June 25. Rollason, Bir- 


Evatt, ROBERT WILLIAM, Liverpool, Gent. July 10. Miller & Co, Liverpool 
Francis, EDWARD, Muswell hill, Merchant. Aug 10. Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch 
Granosz, Joun Bartzy, Windsor st, Hoxton, Clerk. Aug 7. Beard & Sons, 
CHARLES RicHaRD BANASTRE, A: Chester, July 20. 

"hair te z& Blunt, Macclesfield nT oe “— d 
a “sr Laver pool, Merchant and Steamship Owner. July 2%. 
Bis Pus? Jou Ween, Bristol, Bart. July8. Williams & James, 
Morrow, MATFEEW, Roundhay rd, Leeds, Stationer. July 5 Harrison & 


NgpHaM, JULIA, Horncastle, Lincoln. Aug 20. Berridge & Miles, Leicester. 
Owen, GzorGs, fibers rd, Harborne, nr Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. July 
mn 


16. W. & F. W. Lowe, B 
WILLIAM, esda, Lilanllechid, Oarnarvon, Tailor. 
a 21. 
Sat, G garam. ay 1. Gray, Bane ig Reisiesneas Tea Dealer. Junei8. Elliott & Elliott, 


SsyYMovur, ALFRED, Chesterfield gardens, Mayfair. July 8. Still & Son, New sq 
Suara, Erganor ExizanetTu, Headingley, Leeds. July1. Dawson & Chapman, 


TURNBULL, ISaBELLA, Egglescliffe, Durham. July 7. Archer, Stockton on Tees 
Wuirs, Grorce Tyee, Qaem, Anne’s Gate, St James’s Park, Esq. Aug 1 


Radcliffes & Cator, O 
rd, Battersea, Cattle Salesman. July 22. Young, 


Wane. a my Bridge 
Wuaor, Charlotte Button a. ‘ 
as aol Bee —_ st, Birmingham, Pearl Maker. June 90, 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FripaY, June 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
acum, Howes. p Cremer, Glammorganshire, Shoemaker Pontypridd Pet June 


Ord J 

rm, and Wass Gur, Bestwood, Notts, Beer Agents Notting. 

i 3 Hiway GEonor, High st, Kingsland, Draper High Court Pet Jane 11 
e 

BAILEY, ALBEET James, Bradford, Wilts, Builder Bath Pet June 11 Ora 


June 11 
Bavms, saemas Jaume, Buckhurst Hill, Essex, Draper Chelmsford Pet June 
12 Ord 
ma Jous Tuomas, Markyate st, Herts, Baker St Albans Pet June 11 


‘ J, ‘Mark lane, Manure Merchant High Court Pet March 12 Ord 
12 
Buns, FRANC CIs Hakry, Gloucester, Colourman Gloucester Pet June 11 Ord 
une it 
waeey Newark upon Trent, Outfitter Nottingham Pet June 11 
Cuangee Suomen, Hog Heshem, orthamberiand, Cartwright Newcastle on Tyne 
EET N. FRANK, aaeecs, Hoxton,Grocer High Court Pet Junei2 Ord 
e 12 
Cottey, EpWArD, St George’s rd, Southwark, Dramatic Agent High Court 
Pet May 23 Ord June 12 
Crump, Frank, Derby, Ironmonger Derby Pet May 25 Ord June 11 
Dawson, Frank, Bury, Contractor Bolton Pet Junei3 Ord June 13 


Fasmyane, 0 Joun CuLaRk, Aberdare, Tobacconist Aberdare Pet June 11 Ord 


ae, 2 Tomas, Birmingham, Draper Birmingham Pet June 12 Ord 
Fuxzonn, Titmopons, Leonard st, Finsbury, Oarver High Court Pet May 2% 


June 18 
FIELD, Henry, and FREDERICK BUTCHER, Regent st, Booksellers High Court 


Pet Junei3 Ord June 13 
FuietTcHer. ROBERT RIcHARD, Salford, Botanic Beer Dealer Salford Pet June13 


Ord June 18 
Edith rd, West Kensington, Builder High Court Pet 


PEARCE, 
May 25 On oa June 13 
‘aistor, a Farmer GtGrimsby Pet June9 Ord June9 


a WiitLax B OREILE, Brigg, Lincs, Cabinet Maker Gt Grimsby Pet 
11 Ord June1 

Garay, iy ROBERT Wau, Norwich, Butcher Norwich Pet June 11 Ord 

Goons, “JOum, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester PetMay26 Ord Junes 


Gnary ¥ Wasemn JouN, Ventnor, Painter Newportand Ryde Pet June9 Ord 
Hi11, ZACARIA, Oadly, Leicester, out of business Leicester Pet June 12 Ord 
e 12 


Jun 

HOkRELL, “GEORGE Tuomas, Great Eastern st, Feather Merchant High Court 
Pet June 13 Ord June 

Hourcuinson, Joun, Chelmsford, Plumber Chelmsford Pet June 7 Ord 


June7 
JAMES, GEORGE, Bournemouth, Builder Poole Pet June9 Urd June 9 
Jauuaan, Ba eam Jur, Brighton, Teacher of French Brighton Pet June 11 


rd J 
Lawn "Tuowas, Glamorganshire, Grocer Neath Pet Junei2 Ord 


tendenee Saxvat, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet June9 Ord Jun 
May, ay Reading, Perambulator Manufacturer Reading Pet J ty 1a Ord 


Jun 

Morar. . 3 om, Coalbeck, nr Cockermouth, Farmer Cockermouth and Work- 
ingtm Pet June it Ord June t 

Munne, ee JOHN, hoe dll Shoemaker Nottingham Pet June 13 
Ord June 1 

Owen, EpMuND, Chester, General Dealer Chester Pet Juneii Ord June il 


Pa Wit, Lian Cardiganshire, Farmer 'Aberystwith Pet 
PEEE, Epwagp ROBERT upon-Hull, Steam Tug Owner Kingston- 


ngston-u) 
woe as Pet June i? Ord June 12 
Prac, hk Gorpon, Leicester, Bolicitor Leicester Pet June 9 Ord 
une 9 


, SMITH, Balsall Heath, Wressesteian, out of business Burton on Trent 
Pet Junei1 Ord June 1 
: . THomas, Langley Mill Spestgehinn, Van Driver Derby Pet June 11 Ord 
e 11 
Rarws, WILLIAM, ' Tonypandy, Glamorganshire, Grocer Pontypridd Pet June 11 
RosBEkTSs, HENRY THOMAS, and Sees, Bedfordshire, Steam 





CHARLES ROBERTS, 
Cultivators Bedforn Pet June 13 Ord Jun 
RvussELL, REGINALD, Brighton, Gent Brighton Pet Feb 14 Ord May 15 


Soneqee. ¢ Jous, Dewsbury, Teche, Contractor Dewsbury Pet Juneii Ord 


aaa Gacgee, cuoty Hill, Warwickshire, Bootmaker Birmingham Pet 
Oumar, ye HeEney, Benhill rd, Sutton, Clerk Croydon PetJunei2 Ord 
Scare, THOMAS, events on Tyne, Butcher Newcastle onTyne Pet June 
THoMAs, Wruan, 3 Westbromwich, out of business Oldbury Pet Juneii Ord 
Touintsox x =, Cagney <2 Lane FREDERICK, Mere, Wilts, Painter Salisbury Pet 
WARDEN, THOMAS, Eaeenen, Builder Leicester Pet June 13 Ord June 13 


Watson, e, Waseme JOHN, Margate, Grocer Canterbury Pet June 12 Ord 

Warrg, WiLiaM, Felling, Durham, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet June12 
une 1 

Warrenton, Gpeee phy. Mesthemgpten, Clerin Holy Orders Northampton Pet 

une 
WuirTeway, WILLIAM ances, a James st, Lisson grove, Dairyman High Court 
Pet June 18 Ord June 

wei Pet Jane Or A "Ord Jus Portland rd, South Norwood, Furniture Dealer Croydon 
anes 

Wee iN, Ji oe, Bristol, Wheelwright Bristol Pet Junei2 Ord 


WuirTsy, EDWARD GARROW GARROW, address unknown, Gent High Court Pet 





Mar 28 Ord June 13 
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Cm ela Hamer, GervasE Woop, Tom Woop, and ALBERT EDWARD 
Wooo. Brockley, Ironmongers Greenwich Pet June 11 Ord June tl 
WaricHt, WILLIAM, and WILLIAM J Suiru, Charlotte st, Blackfriars rd, B 
High Court Pet May 9 an ge 7 


MEETINGS. 
BaILEy, ALBERT JAMES, Bradfont Wilts Builder June 27 at 12 Bank chbrs, 
BATCHELOR, oe coe Taomas, Markyate st, Herts, Baker June 22 at 11.30 George 


Hotel 
N, STANLAKE HENRY, Victori Esq J 2% ati2 Bankru) bldgs, 
— st, Lincoln’s inn fiel ids vig peli . a an 
BENNETT, a Chichester, Baker June 22at330 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 
Briss, WILLIAM JOHN, Balsall Heath, pesca Baker June 26 at 11 
25, Colmore row. Birmingham 


eR JOSEPH KENNEBLEY. on, Licensed Victualler June 22 at 3 
Off Reo, 4 Pavilion bidgs, Brigh 

BRowN, ALEXANDER, Lombard June 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

BurTtER, ROBERT, address uaknown, Shoe Manufacturer June 22 at 11.30 Off 
mm 8t Martin’ s pl, Stafford 


mee Fy Obapter ter, Walworth, out of work June 22 at 11 33, Carey 
©. Faapuni Cmaneae, Guadertend, Joiner. July 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, 21 
cae Ft toy on Northumberland, J pa 
a RG 

CHARL' ev ae um! Cartwright June 26 at 3 
COLMAN, As, JOU Al ALFRED, Norwich, 1 Lithographer June 23at11 Off Rec, 8, King 
coor, donde, G Goswell rd, Watchmaker June 22 at 11 338, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Oorrams, Janus , Lechlade, Glos, Grocer June 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 32, High st, 
Davies, Davin, Aberystwith, Mariner June 22 at 12.30 Townhall, Aberystwith 
Dextea, TOMAR, Nottingham, Olerk June 22at12 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, 


EpGELL, HERBERT, Twickenham, no occupation June 26 at 11 33, Carey st, 





Lincoln's inn 
FRASER, oamne F Pru, mt, gad Joan Cory, Mincing lane, Brokers June 22atii 33, 


Gannere ORARD HENRY, wore Swindon, Wilts, Coachbuilder June 22 at 12.30 
Garam, Roses Wan pth x -—™ Butcher June 2% at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


Gitzs, Harry FRAnc1s, Surbiton, Director of Public Companies June 27 at 3.30 
Hotel, Surbiton Station, Surrey 
Manufacturer June 25 at 8 28, Friar lane, 


RIFFIN, SAMUEL WHEE Shepton Mallet, Grocer June 26 at 1 Geo 
Hotel, Shepton Mallet” pa 
—_ een st, Cardi Cardiff, Lodging House Keeper June 22 at 3 Off Rec, 29, 
—— 
HAYES, ALFRED, hton, Gunmneee Traveller June 22 at 12 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bldge, righto 
WILLi1aM, Tiverton, Horse Dealer June 22at11 Castle, Exeter 


HILL, ZACARIAH, Oadby, Leicester, out of business June 25 at 12.30 28, Friar 
lane, Leicester 


ne, 
HUTCHINSON, JOHN, Chelmsford, Plumber June 23 at 10 Shirehall, Chelmsford 
7m, Bowes, Ait Aldershot, Cabinet Maker June 22 at 12 16 Room, 30 and 31, St 


La ae * Great, 1 Dover st, Southwark, Schoolmaster June 26 at 12 33, 
LOcKE, WILLIAM SOLOMON, pugnten, Choshin, » Innkeeper June 26at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy Office, Crypt chmbrs, 
— ES Birstal, Yorks, Grocer June 22 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Manor 


MASTEDS. G EORGE, Station rd, Anerley, Builder June 25 at 3 109, Victoria st, 

Moras, (ANE, Coalbeck, nr Cockermouth, Farmer June 25 ati12 67, Duke st, 
ven 

Mo: Evan, Kin d, ’ 

am, Se sland, Herefordshire, Farmer June 28 at 10 18, Corn sq, 


GOODE, JOHN, Leicester, Boot 
Leicester 





Nasu, THO: Puttenham, nr Guildford, Builder June 25at 2.30 Borough and 
Count: , Guildford 
PHILLIPS, ERICK Gucnen. J aa Solicitor June 2% at 12.30 Young & 


Goodwin, Bank bldgs, H 
PLACE, WILLIAM GORDON, toes Solicitor June 22 at3 28, Friar lane, Lei- 


PLUMPTREE, Tom Berrs, Graham rd ze, Wimbledon, Builder June 22 at 11 16 
Room. ee ree 
a ye Yalding, Kent, Warmer June 2% at 3 Off Rec, Week st, Maid- 


Prog, Tio oust, Lang! me, Datgtiien, Van Baie June 23 at 3 Flying 
Toschai Ouick Eur, Dovercourt, Basex, Barge Owner June 29 at 10.30 
Wi 

Roca, <span gp supoersbameeipraiayn sda 


JOSEPH ROBERT, Dartford, Kent, Olu June 22 at 12 Bank- 
ie ie ~ gm pace 
ScaTcHaRD, W: » Yorks, Grocer June 22 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor 


row, Bradford 
'Y, London pl, London fields, Bottle Manufacturer June 27 at 11 
33, Corey st, Lincoln’s inn 
SuEPPARD, ILLIAM, Cheltenham, Baker June 23 at 4.15 County Court, Chel- 
Curre, Baaxasp, Upland ri, Hast Dulwich, Clerk June 27 at 12 33, Carey st, 
coln’s 
SmirH. GzorGE, Dewsbury, Yorks, Yarn Spinner June 2% at3 Off Rec, Bank 
SPARKS, FRANCIS, and JAMES ie Peles, Willesden green, Builders 


= THoMas, Newcastle on Tyne, Butcher June 25 at 11 Off Rec, Pink 


Tomiiw, JOHN LEONARD, Maidstone, Gent June 25 at 4.15 Off Rec, Week st, 
bier) hy CHARLES THOMAS FREDERICK, Mere, Wilts, Painter June 26 at 3 


Watson, Was: JOHN, Margate, Grocer June 22at4 58, High st, Margate 
vom, Ww Middleton Stoney, Oxfordshire, Baker June 25 at10 County 


Warrs, BESTEs ta. Huddersfield, ‘Theatre Proprietor June 22at3 Haigh 
Sina velns be 
Wi W: i June 2% at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 








Wriu1aMsor, Jonn Heney, Bristol, Wheelwright June 27 at 12.30 Bank chbrs, 


wae en ee Be oe terr, Fulham rd, Hosier June 292 at 12 
Wrtson, THomas, High st, Wandsworth, Appraiser June 27at3 109, Victoria 


Yates, GEORG pinahen, Datychien, Semar June 22 at 3.30 Green Man 


Hotel, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Assos, Joomen. and WILLIAM ULLyatt, Bestwood, Notts, Beer Agents Notting- 
am Pet — u 


Ses st, Herts, Baker St Albans Pet June it 
une 
Pasuet Gane, Gtenessten, Clsunnen Gloucester Pet Juneit Ord 


CAmnCiGHA Ricwarp, W Picture Frame Dealer Cockermouth and 
ington Pet June rd June 11 

Cuasimet gs pay Cartwright Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 18 
COLMAN, Jous ‘Atvano, Norwich, Lithographer Norwich Pet June 8 Ord 


une 
Davies, Davip, Aberystwith, Mariner Aberystwith Pet June7 Ord June it 


cn cig pre Aberdare PetJune ii Ord 

une 

Panny, Sarees, Seemen 98, am, ele High Court Pet Mays Ord 
Roseat RicHakp, Salford, Botanic Beer Dealer Salford Pet June 13 


_ a 

Fox, Rican, Caistor , Lincolnshire, Farmer Gt Grimsby Pet June 8 Ord 
une 

GauTBy, WitL1aM BuRxmt, Brigg, Lincolnshire, Cabinet Maker Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 11 Got Same 08 

Game, © RoBERT WatTER, Norwich, Butcher Norwich Pet June 11 Ord 


mameee, 3 Tividale, nr Tipton, Staffs, Glass Manufacturer Dudley Pet 


June7 Ord June il 
. JAMES FREDERICK, Victoria terr, New Southgate, Oilman Edmonton 
Pet May 12 Ord June 11 
HUTCHINSON, JOHN, Chelmsford. Plumber Chelmsford Pet June? Ord June7 
Krex, Untau, Leicester, Coal Merchant Leicester Pet May7 Ord June1 


Lawn, Tuomas, Glyncorrwg, Glamorganshire,Grocer Neath PetJunei2 Ord 


Steneie dascvar, Hirstal, Yorxs, Grocer Bradford PetJune9 Ord June il 
Morais, Evan, Kingsland, Herefordshire, Farmer Leominster Pet May8 Ord 


June 12 ‘ 
MUIMAIZ. MicHakt Peter, Southport, Boot Dealer Liverpool Pet April % 


13 
MorrFatT, JaMEs, Coalbeck, nr Cockermouth, Farmer Oockermouth and Work- 
Pet June 11 Ord June 11 
PACKER, HENRY See ee ae Reading PetJune7 Ord June 13 
Epwakp Rosekrt, Kingston on Hull, Steam Tug Owner Kingston on Hull 
‘et June 12 Rood Ord June 12 
Prams, Wea - , Bradford, Yorks, out of business Bradford Pet May 
une 
7 JosEPH, Birmingham, out of business Birmingham PetJunes Ord 
il 
‘THoMas, Langley Mill, Derbyshire, Vat. Driver Derby Pet June9 Ord 


1 

Runs, Wiliam, Tonypandy, Glamorganshire, Grocer Pontypridd Pet June it 

Ruse. are FRrEepERick, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds Pet May 15 
une 1 

Rows, Aocesace, Chanciaule vf, Acton, Baker Brentford Pet June6 Ord 


une 1 
SCHOFIELD, JoHN, Dewsbury, Yorks, Contractor Dewsbury Pet Juneii Ord 
June 11 
Taree, GerorGE, Rickmansworth, Plumber St Albans Pet May 30 Ord 
une 
Txomson, ROBERT, Wanstead, out of employ High Court PetJune9 Ord 
une 
TOMLIN, Joun LEONARD, Maidstone, Gent Maidstone Pet May 15 Ord 
CHARLES THOMAS FREDERICK, Mere, Wilts, Painter Salisbury Pet 
June li Ord June 12 


Wankwatourr, Jancxs, intern st, By sa Joka’ 24, Hoxton, Cabinet Manufacturer 
une Ord 

Wass, | Aree Joun, Margate, Re Canterbury Pet June 12 Ord 
beiver ~ sgepedquanendumesumandnerdonened Leicester Pet May 18 Ord 


wn De aienaeret evi sareiah oieaniay Croydon 
The following amended {notice is substituted for that published in the 


of 2. 
Woop, WaLTsr WEBBER, Hastings, Clerk Hastings Pet May 25 Ord May 26 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Howzztr, Joun, Russell pl, Blackheath, Gardener Greenwich Adjud March 1 
Annul June 5 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, June 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Beasqerey, 4 Ascavs Hessen, Witichaven, Dope Carlisle Pet June 15 
BosWELL, JOHN,  Hemingby, Lincs, Miller Lincoln Pet June15 Ord June 15 
Baswm, A: ALEXANDER, Liverpool, Tobacconist Liverpool Pet June 14 Ord 
Corz; Hawny Gzonas, Derby, Clerk Derby Pet Junei4 Ord June té 
peau Joan, Gein, nr Birmingham, Ooal Merchant Birmingham Pet 
16 June 16 
er ate rs mpage +a Gloucester Pet June15 Ord June 15 


it, G0 jt Haw.sr, Rotherham, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Dowsrox, Willan, “irighton, Leather Seller Brighton Pet June 15 Ord 
une 1 
EDWARDS, JAMES ALLO’ Pet june it Cadogan sq, Chelsea, no oconpation King- 
Faris Witte HAND dunes Ord June Grover Liverpool Pet June 14 Ord June 14 


FEaky, gag moar agg stacey wen us Manchester Pet June 14 
Ord June 14 








566 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 23, 1888. 








= 


GooDALE. EDWARD JARVIS, Siston ad Grafton sq, Clapham, Agent Wands- 
worth Pet May3 Ord June! 

GREGORY. EDWARD TOWNSEND, Old Broad st. Assistant Secretary to the Trus- 
tees, &c.. Insurance Corporation High Court Pet Junei1 Ord June 16 

HALLAMORE, 7, C., Old Broad st High Court Pet May 25 Ord June16 


wer ~s FREDERICK GEORGE, Canterbury, Grocer Canterbury Pet June 14 

rr une 14 

—— JoHN, Worcester, Retired Innkeeper Worcester Pet June7 Ord 
une 13 

HEyYwoop, THOMAS, Wolverhampton, Boot Manufacturer Wolverhampton 

Pet June 14 Ord June 15 

HIGMAN, JOsEPH, St Ervan, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet June4 Ord June 15 

——,) Sopes, - lactam Shoe Manufacturer Northampton Pet June 6 
rd June 1 

INGRAM, a, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 12 Crd 


June 12 
JONES, Davo, Troedyrtiw, Glamorganshire, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 
5 Ord June 15 
KINMONT, EUPHEMIA, and JAMES Kipp, Canterbury, Nurserymen Canterbury 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
KrtTcHinG, THomas, Green lanes, Draper High Oourt Pet June 15 Ord 


une 15 
KwNiGHT, GEORGE, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Leeds Pet May 31 Ord June 11 
KNIGHT, HENRY, Trafalgar rd, Greenwich, Grocer Greenwich Pet June 14 
e 14 


une 
Levy, Lewis, Brunswick sq, retired High Court Pet Mayis Ord June 15 


LEwISs, eben ri Eastbourne, Painter Eastbourne and Lewes Pet June 
14 une 
Looe, a cedon wall, Sewing Machine Maker High Court Pet May 
30 June 15 
LOWATER, EpwWIn, Nottingham, Hosier Nottingham Pet Junei4 Ord June 14 
Lave, oo JoHN, Moseley, Worcestershire, Merchant Birmingham Pet June 14 
rd June 14 
MATTHEWS, CHARLES, Wolverham a Iron Fencing Manufacturer Wolver- 
hampton Pet June 15 Ord 15 
ents GEORGE, Tamworth, Seed Merchant Birmingham Pet June 15 Ord 
ni 


une 

—— Wr11aMm, Lanchester, Durham, Auctioneer Durham Pet June 16 
une 16 

Parry and Evans, Treforest, Glamorganshire, Grocers Pontypridd Pet June 5 
Ord June 16 


a NEWTON, residence unknown, Gent High Uourt Pet April 
12 Ord June 15 
>. .» WILLIAM, Colwyn, Carnarvon,|Car Proprietor Bangor Pet June 14 
Ord e 14 


sum, = THOMAS, and JOHN WOOLLER, Mintichem, Sussex, Builders Eastbourne 
d Lewes Pet June15 Ord June 
ROBINSON, James, Greenfield, Yorks, Finisher Oldham Pet June 15 Ord June 15 


SHARPE, ROBERT ARTHUR BENSON, Windermere, Photographer Kendal Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 

SIDDALL, GEORGE, Rochdale, Draper Oldham Pet June15 Ord June 15 

canon. JOSEPH, Peterborough, Stonemason Peterborough Pet June14 Ord 

une 14 

STALMAN. JOHN HARRISON, Bush lane, Cannon st, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

STANLEY, JOHN, Winchcombe, Gloucestershire, Farmer Cheltenham Pet June 
14 Ord June 14 

STREL, JOHN, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet Jrnei15 Ord June 15 


Tomas, CHARLES HEALD, Gloucester, Bookseller, Gloucester Pet June 15 Ord 


une 15 
WALLs, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Boot Dealer Liverpool Pet June15 Ord June 15 
‘Warp, Amos, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Junei5 Ord June 15 


IBBERLEY, WILLIAM JAMES FREEMAN, Nottingham, Printer Nottingham Pet 
June14 Ord June14 
WIGLEY, ALEXANDER FRANCIS, Bransby rd, Herne hill, Builder High Court 
Pet June 14 Ord Jure 14 


FIRST MEETING 

Anos, JOSEPH, and WILLIAM ULLYATT, Bestwood, Notts, Beer Agents June 26 
at 12 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 

BEacock. WILLIAM, Clee, Lincolnshire, Smackowner June 27 at 12.50 Off Rec, 
8, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

BLEACKLEY, ARTHUR HERBERT, Carlisle, Draper June 28 at 12 Off Rec, 34, 
Fisher st, Carlisle 

BoRRILL, JOSEPH, Horncastle, Lincolnshire, Butcher June 28ati2 Off Rec, 31, 
Silver st, Lincoln 

Buse, Francis Harry, Gloucester, Colourman June 26 at 3 Bell Hotel, 


Gloucester 
, WILLIAM, Newark nase T Trent, Outfitter June 26 at 11 Off Rec, 1, 
High avement, Nottin + 
Seay. Ba cheese Di Mile End rd, Rope Maker June 26 at 11 383, Carey st, 


COLE, itaxny “Gronor, Derby, Railway Clerk June 27at3 Off Rec, St James’s 


brs, Der’ 

Coons, Mans Axx, residence rul 10wn, Spinster June 26 at 2.30 33 Carey st, 
co nn 

CRUMP, — Derby, Ironmonger June 27 at 12 Off Rec, St James’s chbrs, 


Dakcu, Harry, Gloucester, Fruiterer June 28 at 4.15 County Covrt, Cheltenham 
DAWSON, FRANK, Bury, Lancs, Contractor June 27 at 11.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 


ne ° ~ “ee Old Kent rd, Draper June 27 at 11 383, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s 
DICKINSON, hehe Accrington, Builder June 26 at 2.45 Commercial Hotel, 
Blackburn rd Accrington 
Drves. THomas, Lingfield, Surrey, Builder June 27 at-1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
DUsOUA,, NICHOLAS JOSEPH, Stockton on Tees, Innkeeper June 26 at 11 Off Rec, 
8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
ra ton plies Iverson yd, Teeeoon rd, Kilburn, Builder June 28ati1 Bank- 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
BERT RICHARD, Salford, Lancs, Licensed Broker July 2 at 11.20 
Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs. Banlge st, Manchester 
Fox, amie aistor, Lincs, Farmer June %7 at 12 Off Rec, 8, Haven st, Gt 


FoZARD, RY, Batley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer June 2 at 3 Off Rec, 
Grant, WAITER JOnN, Ventnor, IW, Painter June 27 at 12 Chamber of Com- 
HaMMonpD, fe “Stout bridge, W tershire, Glass M 
PH, Stour’ orces' 
ans On thee, Du . anufacturer June 26 
FREDERICK GEORGE, Canterbury, Grocer June 27 at 1 Bankruptcy 


Lincoln's 
vas, Wits, Bh Sheffield, Grocer June 27 at 2.90 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shet- 





—_~ ~ EDWARD CAMBRAY, address unknown, Farmer June 28 ati2 Rail- 
Hotel, Maidenhead 
HEnsEar, som, Worcester, Retired Innkeeper June 27 at11 Off Rec, Wor- 


HUpsox, | GRORGE, Hastings, Jeweller June 27 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
JAMES, GEORGE, Bournemouth, Builder June 28 at 1.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 


KINMONT, EUPHEMIA, and JAMES Kipp, io, Camtatany, Nurserymen June 27 at 
12_ Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

LAING, WILLIAM ALEXANDER GORDON, peaceete, Doctor of Medicine June 
26 at11 Sanders and Son, High st, Barnsta 

LAWRENSON, JOHN, Liverpool, Pianoforte Dealer’ June 27 at 3 Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpooi 

LEWIS, oa 'SAMUEZ, Eastbourne, Painter June 27 at 1.30 Bankruptcy 
bid gs, Portugal st. Lincoln’s inn 

LEW ", re Glamorganshire, Grocer June 26 at 12 Castle 

otel, Nea 

Lucas, ARTHUR, Putney Vale, Licensed Victualler. June 27 at 12 109, Victoria 
st, Westminster 

McCormick, MICHAEL, ~* maa Yorks, Horse Trainer June 27 at3 Off Rec, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 

MENSCH, FREDERICK Louls, Caroline st, Gt Russell st, Clerk June 27 at 12 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

MILEs, EDWIN CHARLES, Chalton st, Somers Town, Boot Dealer June 27 at 2.3) 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s ion 

MUNNS, FREDERICK JOHN, Nottingham, Shoemaker June 26 at 3.30 Off Rec, 

1, High pavement, Notting ham 

OwEN. EpmMuND, Chester, Senaltware Dealer June 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
Office, Crypt chbrs, Chester 

PLANT, SMITH, Balsall Heath, Worcestershire, out of business. June 29 at 2.30 
Off Rec, St James’s chbrs, Derby 

PROCTER, JOSEPH, Birmingham, out of business June 27 at 11 25, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 

REEVES, HARVEY, and BENJAMIN EDWARD WILLIAM BOOTE, Walthamstow, Printers 
June 28 at i2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Linco!n’s inn fields 

— ouey Dewsbury, Yorks, Contractor June 26 at 11 Off Rec, Bank 

rs, 
SIDDALL, GEORGE, " nochdale, Draper June 29 at 3.30 Townhall, Rochdale 


— comes, Peterborough, Mason July 4 at 12 County Court, Peter- 

oroug. 

TEED, MARTHA AvGusTA, Connaught sq, Hyde park, Widow June 26 at 2.30 33, 
Carey st, Linco!n’s inn 

WALFORD, Eiza, Kidderminster, Fishmonger June 28 at 2 Miller Corbet, 
Solicitor, Kidderminster 

WARDEN, T'HoMAS, Leicester, Builder June 27 at 3 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


WATERMAN, Lovis DALE, Outer Temple, Strand, Accountant June 28ati2 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
WRIGHT, ‘TmMorHY, Gt Grimsby, Lines, Glass Dealer June 27 at 1 Off Ree, 3, 


Haven st, Gt "Grimsby 
ADJ UDICATIONS. 
Bama. ALBERT JAMES, Bradford, Wilts, Builder Bath Pet June 11 Ord 
une 16 
BENNETT, JOHN, St Swithin’s lane, Promoter of Public Companies High Court 
Pe t May 11_Ord June 12 
BosWELL, J Onm, Hemingby, a Miller Lincoln Pet June 15 Ord June 15 


BREWZR, ATEXANDER, Liverpool, Tobacconist Liverpool Pet June 14 Ord 
14 


une 

ae. ae, address unknowa, Shoe Manufacturer Stafford Pet May 29 
rd June 12 

Benagerar, Anrave HERBERT,;Carlisle, Draper Carlisle Pet June 15 Ord 
une 1 

CAVENDISH. WILL™4M HENRY ALEXANDER GEORGE DELMAR, Gt Coram st, 

_— sq, late British Consul at Stettin High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord 

une 

CaaS, CHARLES Epwarp AIT=N, Lavenham, Suffolk, Brewer Oolchester 

. Pet May 20 Ord June 13 
COLE, HENRY GEORGE, Derby, Clerk Derby PetJune14 Ord June 14 


Coony, Mary ANN, address unknowa, Spinster High Court Pet April 16 Ord 

une 13 

names, 2% FRANK, Bury, Lancashire, Contractor Bolton Pet June 13 Ord 
e1 


DUNHILL, Gaoncn THomas HAWLEY, Rotherham, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Juneié6 Ord June 16 
—-, a neneee, Cannon st, Mir‘ng Agent High Court Pet March 13 
r une 1 
FEARY, 7m. Manchester, lately Licensed Victualler Manchester Pet June 
14 r une 14 
GRIFFIN, Be, oO, WHEELER, Shepton Mallet, Grocer Wells Pet June7 Ord 


ware, | ALFRED, Brighton, Commercial Traveller Brighton Pet June 8 Ord 

une 

HEYWOOD, Tomas, Wolverhampton, Boot Manufacturer Wolverhampton Pet 
June i4 Ord June 15 

HIGMAN, JOSEPH, St Ervan, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet June2 Ord June 15 


Tncnays, Da DANE, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Merthy: Tydfil Pet June 12 Ord 

une 1 

J oni, Davin, Troedyrhiw, Glamorganshire, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil! Pet June 
une 15 

KNIGHT, GEORGE, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Leeds Pet May3i Ord June 14 


ae 7s, ssomrpert, Mon, Colliery Proprietor Newport,Mon Pet May 
rd June 

LEwIs, , Somers SAMUEL, Eastbourne, Painter Eastbourne and Lewes Pet June 
14 une 16 

LUCAS. a 4 nny Putney vale, Licensed Victualler Wandsworth Pet June 2 

r une 14 

MACDONALD, JaMa&s, Fifth avenue, Queen’s Park, Harrow rd, Clerk High Court 
Pet Jan 20 Ord June 16 

MATTHEWS, GEORGE, Tamworth, Warwickshire, Seed Merchant Birmingham 
Pet June15 Ord June 15 

Potts, GEORGE, Boscombe, Hampshire, Builder Poole PetMay1i5 OrdJune15 


PRITCHARD, WILLIAM, Colwyn, Carnarvonshire, Car Proprietor Bangor Pet 
Juneil4 Ord June 14 
Ronee, aa Greenfield, Yorks, Finisher Oldham Pet Juve 15 Ord 
une 1 
may, by ne Sisson, High st, Deptford, Oilman Greenwich Pet May7 
rd June 1 
SHARPE, Rev ~ ARTHUR BENSON, baprceer-mamnes Photographer Kendal Pet 
Junel4 Ord June 15 
SIUrSON, Hewny, Kin | upon Hull, Fat Refiner Kingston upon Hull Pet 
March 29 Ord 
SIMPSON, oi Peterborough, Stonemason Peterborough Pet Junei3 Ord 


STANIER, F JUSTICE, out of England, no occupation High Cours Pet Feb 16 


Ord June 14 








, 
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STANLEY, some, Winchcomb, Gloucestershire, Farmer Cheltenham Pet June 
14. Ord June 14 
STEEL, JoHN, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet Junei5 Ord June 15 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


MARRIAGES. 
OKLAND, CHARLES, Bourn Brickmaker Poo! Pet May 2 Ord 
meme emporedenass a Joupax —Meroaty, — June 20, William Frederick Cartwright Jordan, of 
8 ARCHIBALD, Harrogate, Wine Merchant York Pet April 10 Ord Taigemosth, solicitor, to Mary Isabella, daughter of the Rev. James Met- 
une 1 
YO’ ‘ARD, tle st, Fal , Mercha: h Pet J MENDL—MoOszEs.—June 20, Sigismund Ferdinand Mendl, B.A., barrister-at-law 
™ an Bw —" ney, tes Sire Plows Om to Frances, daughter of Assur Henry Moses, of Doncesbiee. place, Portland: 
THOMAS, Wrazam, West Bromwich, out of business Oldbury Pet June 11| place, W. 
Ord June DEATH. 


‘Wakrp, Amos, Esela, Grocer Leeds Pet Junei5 Ord June 15 


WHIFFIN. WILLIAM, Hadlow, pr Tunbridge, Farmer Tunbridge Wells Pet 
Aven 2 Ord June 16 
WHITEWAY, W1tL1AM Jamxs, Gt James st, Lisson gr, Dairyman High Court 
Pet June13 Ord June 13 
Wi12iantsox, JORN Hime, Bristol, Wheelwright Bristol Pet June 12 Ord The Subscription to the Sorscrrons’ Jovanwan is—Town, 268. 64. ; 


June 14 

Be Jone Ay 4 7 om REDGRAVE, Battersea pk rd, Grocers | (Country, 288. 6d.; with the Waexty Reronrer, 53s. Payment in ad- 
wae Llanfaelog, Anglesey, Retired Farmer Bangor Pet Feb 22/| yance includ:s Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
WRIGLEY, ELIZABETH, Oldham, Innkeeper Oldham Pet April 30 Ord June 14 their Volumcs bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 


Wesr.—June 15, Thomas Edward West, of Leeds, barrister-at-law, in his 5éth 
year. 

















WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LEssEES. —Before urchasing CONTENTS. 
or renting a pouse have oe Sanit — Cerone ughl - ed b - 
exper ‘om e Sanitary Engin om Ven on Co., 115, ria-st. est- STUDENTS’ 
mirster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ADVT. ] Pg oe GomsoLipa- mf | pty = ED: oxees Se 68 
Court a oe ee 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, | ,710% AND AMENDMENT 
Baron’s-court-house, W. Kensington, London. Price 13 stamp: 4 The author, after be yo OF THE QUEEN'S 


suffering nearly 40 years, cured if by a method entirely his own.—[ADvT.] pea Sea Pee sasene . .- 2. B66 586 


LAW SOCIETIES .....-.. - eee 390 

















sendin Bey OF ENSUING WEEK. All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal’ must be 
June 26.— AKER & Sons, at the Great White apeane Inn, Ipswich, at 4 . 
p.m., Plots of of Freehold Land (see advertisement, June 2, p. 4 * : authenticated by the name of the writer. 
June 27.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BOUSsFIELD, at the Mart, E. G., Freehold Resi- . é 

dential and Sporting Properties (see advertisement, June 8, p . 10). Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
June 28,—Messrs. HUMBERT, Son, er at the Mart, E.C., %: 2 p.m., Freehold a ’ 

Estates (see advertisement, June 2, p. 11). in the Country, i ie requested that application be made direct to the 
June 28.—Messrs. Moss & JAMESON, ae the Mart, E.C., Freehold Building Land . 

(see siveiivement, this week, p. 8). Publisher. 








LAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


LIMIT HD. 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, ONE MILLION. 
£100,000 PAID UP. 


— Society has opened Offices at No. 9, SERLE STREET, LINCOLN’S INN, and is prepared to receive and consider 
proposals 

Amongst other objects enumerated in the Memorandum of Association, the Society will especially direct their attention to 
the following classes of business :— 

1. Fidelity guarantee. 3. The insurance of mortgage advances. 

2. Business arising out of Trusts, including their administra- 4. Providing a fund for securing to Leaseholders and others 
tion and the indemnity of Trustees. the return of principal at the expiration of any fixed period. 

Provision has been made not to interfere with the administration of Trusts by Solicitors. 

Full particulars may be had on application to the undersigned. 


By order of the Board, 


THOS. R. RONALD, Secretary and MATSER- 
9, Serle Street, Lincoln’s Inn, 7th June, 1888. . 


Seg 




















FIRE!! BURGLARS!!| EDE AND SON, London Gazette. 
JOHN TANN’S| 208e &@& maxens, ad eseeace seer we Sem 
ANCHOR RELIANCE” To Hier Majer 2S eee ens, | - Mondays and "Thursdays. 

ch, Co a cage Paw By = | 
“ A : Ss EE —_ neh, Oon poration & Ov Om Pata ADVRRTISEN ENTS) FEES 





FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &e. ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, | Mondase ont ae » to 415 a 5s. 








? m | Tuesdays and vane 7“ +e ” 11, 15 a. 108, 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, am eat ste agdtray Town Cet meer SS t_ Li6 pan. 208 
FIRE RESISTING 5S. d Clerks of the Peace. REYNELL & SON 
AFES, £4 10s, £5 6s., and £8 5 “London Gazette” and General Advertising 





LISTS FREE. CORPORATION meets, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. tractors, 
1] NEWGATE ST ESTABLISHED 1689. 44, , Sppente enc Y A BE, OW. .C. 
- LOMDON, E.C.; 94 onANCERY LANE, LONDON. | secant (24 rue Tin ono “seven 0x 1812 
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NOBtHEEN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Established 1836, 


E.0. 
Union-terrace. 


INCOME & ee ams — 
a - eos -@& 
Life Premiums . eee - a 


Interest... oon 43,000 
Accumulated Funds ie $3,421,000 


[HE BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE 

CO., Limited, 5, Lothbury, Bank, London, E.C. 
The Directors invite pn - Rn ah cies. 
H. FOSTER CUTLER, 


aearen and Secretary. 
TMPERIAL vine p ROURANUB CC »M- - 


nieimah ‘1908. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 

» RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST ROCIETY LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establishe 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


capitalized. 
. CLAYTON, 
o: i. CLAYTON, 


ESTABLISHED 1861. 
IRKBEOK BAN K.— 


Lorpor: 1, Moor, Azsunpzzr, 1, 


607,000 











Joint 
Secretaries. 





B Southampton-buildings, Chancery 
ACCO pe a on the minimum monthly 
e Custody of Deeds, Writings, and gee’ 
and and sale Stocks, 8) tters of 
RAVENSOROFT, Manager 


-lane. 
THREE per CENT. I ‘EREST allowed on 
DEPOSITS, » Sepe able on deman 
Two ENT. I NIEREST on CURRENT 
beens, ws when not drawn below £100. 
as Sees for its meee, free of 
gems and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
ee —_— ‘Gon and Anni a 
and Notes issued. 
The BIRKBEC K ALMANACK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on Nits ee 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886. 
AUTHORITY. 





BY 

Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice, 

— and FORMS keptin stock for immediate 


L MEMORANDA and — - rte ce age 
area the r form for re jon an 
- HEOUES, eR BI 
SEALS de 





. SHAREC FICATES, D wy aed 
8, * &c. engraved and printed IAL 
designed and executed. No vo Charge wr ioaden 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (ourner 
of Serjeants’ -inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


PARTRIULGE & COOPER, 


LAW AND GENEPAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE LONDON B.C. 


Xa Copying and Engrossing. 
—— Sian Pome and copied on the Premises 
punctuality and dispatch, at the lowest scale of 
A good Discount allowed on agreed accounts 


LAW PRINTING. 
Bae yet OF CLAIM AND DEFENOR, AFFI 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at Is. per folio. 
DEEDS, pee storm for Bag MORTGAGES, &c., Printed 
in form for 








“LITHOGR RAPHY. 
ABSTRACTS FS, PETITIONS, 
MINOTES OF OF EVIDENCE. Lithographed 


at reduced 
fie OF age SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD- 
G@ SOCIETIES » LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
oe accuracy and depen, 
PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catal 


logues sent post-free, 


DRAFTS, 





FISHER’S BRIEF BAGS. 


ORDINARY SHAPE, 8/6 To 70/- 
THE LARGEST STOCK OF 


Bags made to order on the Premises 


PATENT OPENING, 30/ To 100/- 


BRIEF BAGS IN LONDON. 
in one day. Catalogues post free. 


S. FISHER, 188, STRAND. 





INTEMPERANCE. 
THE MORPHIA HABIT AND THE ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


PRIVATE HOME (Established 1864) 
for the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the 
Upper and ~ ak ee geome | er from the 
above. Hig ccessful resi kept. 
Private sitting-rooms if and a Stedical attendant, 
Dr. J. St. T. Clarke. 
For terms, &c., apply_to Lod , Betnaipal, Mrs. 
THEOBALD, Tower House, Leices 


oa VICHY bee 


ww. For bn he Kidneys, Gravel, Gout, 
, Diabetes, &c 
GRANDE-GRILLE... For the be Liver, &c. 

HOPITAL - Stomach Complaints. 
HAUTERIVE . . An excellent Table Water. 


EXCELLENT WITH WIN ES OR SPIRITS, 








ANNUAL SALES ARE MORE THAN SIX 
MILLIONS. 


Of all Chemists and Wine Merchants. 


mad VICHY be 


TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
REAND AND 00/8 Al sSAUOF. 
wOUPS, PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 


pOTTED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 


J‘SSENCE OF BEEF, BEEF TEA. | & 

















; pUBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 


Br Seteutres > ‘for INVALIDS. 
CAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS 
ll, LITTLE STANHOPE STRERT, MAYFAIB, 


URN ISH your HC HOUSES or APART- 


MOEDER’S Hanes yore, 
The original, best, and most liberal. Suits all. 
Founded a.D. 1868. 
Furnish direct from the Manufacturer, from £10 to 


£10,000. 
Cash prices. No extra Eanes $ for time given. 
Catalogues, estimates, ae om ons, testimonials, 


F. MOEDER, 248, 249, & 250, Tottenham-court rd.,W. 
ALAO for HIRE ONLY 














OME for the TREATMENT and CURE 
of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 
igh Shot House, Twickenham. — Charmingly 
uded. Gentlemen only. Limited number taken, : 
Billiard room, lib lawn tennis court, bowls, + 
The whole staff ple< ged abstainers Terms —2} to § 
guineas weekly. — Particulars from the M 
Superintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S.Ed.; and 
reference is permitted to Messrs. MUNTON & Mores, 


olicitors, 95a, Queen V: Vi ictoria-street, London. 
a a ae 





HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, | 
and other PAPERS, 

THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS, 
Can be obtained through all Stationers. 





DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


The best Remedy for 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, 


And safest ar for Delicate Content, Ladies 
, and Infante. 


DINNEFORD' § MAGNESIA, 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND. 
Gea and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 

vid Crinan and Caledonian Uanals). 
Mail Steamer a or IONA from 





.H. th 
with Map and Fares free from 
the owner, Davin MacBzrayyez, 119, H 


Glasgow. 
GOLD PEN, 


WITH DIAMOND POINT, 
Anti-corrosive—Flexible—Durable—Adapting iteelf to any 
Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. 
ee White Metal Pocket Holder, complete «. oo lt. 

with Mordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holders— 
Flated Sheen, complete .. wo 5s. 64. 
Engine-t Pattern, complete .. co = we—s«8, Gd, 
Fluted Catto, =, Seemale ee eo = ees 108, 6, 
ther patterns in great eariety 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD 
27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 














